fune 12, 1897. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 41.] 553 








LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 
EsTaBLisHED 1853. 

Debentures wee seo i and «.. £180,000 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 
Proposal Forms and full information may be had at the Society's a. 

W. OSCAR NASH, F.1.A., Actuary. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY 
PRINTERS and STATIONERS. 


LAW WRITING ON THE PREMISES BY PERMANENT STAFF. 














191 & 192, FLEET-STREET, and 1 & 2, CHANCERY-LANE, E.C. 


MIDLAND RAILWAY HOTELS. 
LONDON - MIDLAND GRAND .- 8t. Pancras Station, N.W. 
( Within Shilling cab fare of Gray’s-inn, Inns of Court, Temple Bar, and 
Law Courts, dc. * Buses to ali every minute. Close to King’s 
Cross Metropolitan Railway Station. The Venetian Rooms are avail- 
able for Public and Private Dinners, Arbitration Meetings, &c. New 


Parisian Restaurant for French Cooking and fine Wines. 
LPHI Close to Central ( ; ) Station. 
uran’ 





Tennis Fak ae al Golf. 
Residential Hotel-HEYSHAM TOWER, nr MORECAMBE. Lovely Country. Golf. 
Tariffs on Application. Telegraphic Address ** Midotel,”’ 
RE TOWER, Snes SN eer Met. | 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
L088 OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.c. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 














ESTABLISHED 1836, 


FUNDS : we. te - £ 3,000,000 
INCOME .- - . - + £373,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - £1,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - - £ 11,000,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar tc this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovr Prortrs. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 








Age | Premium 


20 | £178°%, 


Age 
30 


Premium 
£1 16 °, 


Age | Premium | 
40 ; £2 10°, 





41,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c.:—Hm. Table of Mortalicy. 


Duration 





| 10 yrs. | 20 yrs. 30 yrs. | 40 yrs. 
| £1,199 3 | si, 





_ Amount of Policy £1,438 | £1,724 | £2,067 | 


Next Bonus as at 31st December, 1991. 











OFFICES: 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


VOL: XLI., No. 33. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, JUNE 12, 1897. 





*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected. contributions, aud 
copies should be kept ot all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the JouRNAL. 





Contents. 
a3 =i 





CG t Torics 

Faavupucext MiskerresenTaTion AS A 
Group ror AnnuLLine A Marniace 556 

Tas Friine or a Sun-Contract unpER 
Section 25 ov tus Companies Act, 

Reviews .... 





Law Sruperrs’ Jovawa. 
Lacat News 





556 
557 








Cases Reported this Week. 


In the Solicitors’ Journal. | In the Weekly Reporter. 


Bishop v. Bishop .......00.....seererssesieece O50 Derbyshire (Appellant) v. Houliston 


Reg. v. The General Medical Council... 526 

Wilkinson and Wife v. Downton. 

Williams, In re. Williams v. Wil- 
liams 


} 
Sheers & Serjeant v. Thimbleby & Son 558 
Simmons v. Malling Rural District 
Council 561 
561 


Wainwright v. Miller ....10...s00-0000000.0+ 519 








CURRENT TOPICS. 

Tne xist of actions for trial in the Queen’s. Bench Division 
during the ensuing sittings contains 653 actions, of which 355 
are with juries and 268 without juries. A year ago there were 
393 with juries and 201 without juries. 





As usvat, the greater part of the cause lists and the Chancety 
sittings paper for the ensuing sittings were not obtainable at 
the time of our going to press. The delay in issuing thom is 
likely to cause considerable inconvenience. 





Taz Vicrorta Pension Fund has now reached £6,387 13s. 
Among the last week’s contributions is one of 100 guineas from 
Messrs. Newman, Paynter, & Oo., of 1, Clement’s-inn. 





‘Tue piscussion of the question of the Long Vacation at the 


ensuing meeting of the a Law is exciting an 
unusual amount of interest. Opinion is keenly divided on the 
subject, sege Sag more 80 in the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society among the profession in general. It is 
understood that a member of the Council intends, in his indi- 
vidual capacity, to move, as an amendment to Mr. Parxzn’s 
motion, ‘‘ That in the opinion of this society the Long Vacation 
should commence on the first Monday in Au and terminate 
on the last Saturday in September.” As we have before pointed 
out, the action of the society on the subject has hitherto been 
somewhat vacillating, and it is to be hoped that the next mest- 
ing will be able to arrive at a definite decision on the alternative 
issues of retention, abolition, or curtailment of the Long Vaca- 
tion. 


THE LEGAL profession has very little reason to be grateful 
to its members who occupy seats in the House of Commons. 
Although they are to be counted by scores, not one seems to 
have had suticlent coucigh, as ivwetes. Cae) 2amnrey 
lant rook.” an eioomod eorcopondent point ot 





last week. As an esteemed correspondent ts out elsewhere, 
a clause has actually been inserted in the 
ar aa Bill to the effect that in 

it no or other 
prada A Fr The At -General made a half- 
resistance to the insertion of the but no other lawyer is 
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reported to have said one word in opposition to it, and finally 
Mr. accepted the clause with the addition of the 
words, ‘‘ except by leave of the court or arbitrator, or on appeal 
to the Court of Appeal.” Now, primd facie it is the right of 
every person to be,represented and advised at any judicial inquiry 
bya aN, qualified legal adviser, and it is also the right of 
members of the legal profession to advise or represent those 
who desire their assistance. These rights should not be inter- 
fered with except for the very strongest reasons—if, indeed, any 
strong enough reason can ever be suggested. The only reason 
put forward in the present case seems to be to save the work- 
man expense. It will probably be a costly saving. The 
employer will generally be represented at an inquiry by a 
manager, who will be a sharp, intelligent man of business used to 
such matters, in —_—— with whom, in regard to ability to 
present his case clearly to the tribunal, the workman will be as 
achild. To obviate this the workman will most likely be 
advised by some trade union official, who will practically act 
as his solicitor and counsel. Thus will arise a class of irresponsi- 
ble and unqualified advisers who will have to be paid by some 
one, and whose ignorance of law will lead to many appeals and 
frequently drag their clients into that very expense which it is 
intended to avoid. We desire also to protest against counsel or 
solicitors having to ask for leave to represent a client—that is, 
having to crave as a privilege that which ought to be a right. 
Such attacks upon the profession should be strenuously resisted, 
and we may well ask where were the parliamentary representatives 
of the Council of the Bar, and the Incorporated Law Society 
when this last attack was made with such success. 





Tue case of Rafety v. Schofield (45 W. R. 460), before 
Romer, J., exhibits in a curious manner the effect of the exer- 
cise by a tenant of an option to purchase. The plaintiff and 
def t were respectively the landlord and tenant under a 
building agreement, whereby the tenant was bound to erect 
buildings to the value of £20,000. The tenant was to proceed 
forthwith with the buildings, and was to complete them bya 
specified date. Upon completion he was to be entitled to a 
lease for ninety-nine years, and at any time prior to a specified 
date he was to have an option of purchasing the property for 
£16,000, but in the event of a failure on the part of the tenant 
to ner the stipulations of the agreement, the landlord was 
to be entitled to determine the agreement and re-enter. Some- 
thing was done towards commencing the buildings, but the 
progress with them was slow, and in January last the plaintiff 
treated the delay as a default, and gave notice to terminate 


the ent. Shortly before this, however—namely, in 
December, 1896—the defendant had given notice to purchase 
the ises under the option conferred upon him. It was a 





rears Snetner Sie jeaceies of the option had 
changed the relation of the partee into at of vendor and pur- 
r, or whether, pending the completion of the purchase, the 
‘and tenant was still predominant, so that 
wd landlord was cen to enforce lg 3 of determining 
© agreement and regaining possession. e situation was 
novel ; but Romer, J., does not seem to have had much difficulty 
in deciding that the relation of vendor and purchaser prevailed, 
and that, pending completion of the purchase, the tenant was 
entitled to be left in possession. There was the difficulty that 
he might not complete the purchase, and that, in this case, the 
landlord would be prejudiced by not having been allowed to 
exercise his right of re-entry. But under the circumstances it 
ared that completion would in all probability take place, 
» in any event, the tenant and purchaser was, until the time 
for completion had elapsed, in the position of beneficial owner of 
the perty ; and the landlord and vendor was not entitled, as 
him, to interfere with the existing tenancy. In other 
words, the tenant, by turning himself into a purchaser, had 
ded the operation of the agreement so far as it was a 
agreement. 





Im tue case of Machado v. Fontes (ante, p. 507) an attempt 
‘was made to maintain the doctrine that a wrong committed in a 
foreign country cannot be sued on here unless it is the ground ' 


— 





of a civil action both in the foreign country and in this country. 
An action had been brought in the High Court on a libel 
alleged to be contained in a pamphlet published in Brazil, and 
by the law of Brazil, it was said, a libel is only punishable as a 
crime, or, at any rate, if it is the subject of a civil action, it is 
necessary to prove special damage. Hence in the absence of 
such proof it could net be sued on in this country. But there is 
good authority that our courts do not take so limited a view of 
their jurisdiction. According to the judgment of the Exchequer 
Chamber, delivered by Witxzs, J., in Phillips v. Eyre (L. R. 6 
Q. B. 1), there are two conditions to be fulfilled for a foreign 
wrong to be actionable in England. First, it must be of such a 
character that it would be actionable if committed in England ; 
and secondly, it must not have been justifiable by the law of 
the place where it was done. The first condition is illustrated 
by Zhe Halley (16 W. R. 998, L. R. 2 P. C. 193), where there 
was by Belgian Jaw a liability for damage done by a ship while 
under the care of a compulsory pilot, but since no such liability 
existed in English law, an action in this country was not main- 
tainable. On this head the rule limits the actions for foreign 
wrongs which can be brought in this country. On the other 
head the rule extends it. The wrong is actionable here, not- 
withstanding that it is not actionable in the foreign country, 
provided the wrong is not justifiable there. If it is perfectly 
innocent, and is the subject neither of criminal nor of civil 
proceedings, no action will lie here. But if the foreign law 
condemns it in criminal proceedings, an action will lie in this 
country whether civil proceedings can be brought in the foreign 
country or no. On this principle the Court of Appeal decided 
the present case, and refused to allow an amendment of the 
pleadings which was intended to restrict the right of action here 
in accordance with the Brazilian law. 





So tone as solicitors were fighting the Land Transfer Bill 
they received little help from the bankers, whose interests will 
be materially affected by its provisions; but now that the 
solicitors have retired from the combat we begin to hear of 
strong opposition from this class. We noticed recently that a 
meeting of representative bankers had been held, at which it 
was agreed that amendments to the Bill should be moved in 
Committee unless the Government were able to suggest a com- 
promise. Now we have Mr. Szxzsoum, who is not only an active 
member of the Bankers’ Association, but also a member of the 
Bar, and a man of calm judgment, not in the least likely to be 
influenced by prejudice or unfounded apprehension, coming 
forward in the Zimes to point out the extent to which the Bill, 
if passed, will kamper the business of bankers. He says that 
the provision of the Bill of 1895 that a person wishing to 
borrow by way of equitable deposit might apply for a “ deposit 
certificate,” which should be waren | and be necessary to a 
transfer and so make a valid security for a loan on its deposit, 
was delusive. The promptness of the transaction of mortgage 
by equitable deposit was gone. A ‘deposit certificate” would 
have to be applied for at the registry, and this would mean 
time and expense, whilst even when obtained the deposit 
certificate would not be the same as the deeds. It would not 
give the same information to the lender. It would not disclose 
the perticulars of any “‘cautions” entered upon it. It would 
not tell what had been given for the property. Moreover, it 
would be upon the register, and to apply for a “ deposit 
certificate” would be an intimation to the registrar that a loan 
was intended, and after the loan was paid off there would be the 
further trouble and expense of getting rid of it. And he points 
out that in the present Bill what is given by one hand is taken 
away by the other. The “land certificate” when once issued 
is to be made necessary to a transfer, but the land certificate 
is only to be issued when applied for, like the deposit certificate, 
and the old difficulties rise up again and others which would 
require consideration if the Bill were to be allowed to pass. 
He frankly avows his conviction that it is impossible to combine 
transfer on a registry with the necessary favilities for daily 
transactions of business requiring the inexpensiveness, privacy, 
and promptness which are not only possible under a system of 
transfer by deeds but of everyday occurrence. And he asks, a8 
we have asked time after time in the course of the controversy, 
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Why should additional trouble and cost be thrown on dealings 
with small properties and the convenience of the business public 
be sacrificed to an idea which has laid hold of the official mind ? 
“That other countries have their land registries and put up with 
them is true enough, but no argument for Englishmen. To the 
English mind other countries are overridden by officialism, and 
the English people, whilst honouring their public servants, have 
an honest and wholesome jealousy of the unnecessary inter- 
ference of public officials with matters of private business.” Mr. 
SrzBoHm’s conclusion is that, however much pains may be taken 
to avoid it, the substitution of a land registry for deeds is con- 
trary to the interests of business in such a country as England, and 
ought not to be allowed to pass unopposed by business men. 
The real way to cheapen land transfer is that advocated by Lord 
Oarrns—viz., the simplification of deeds. So it will be found, we 
venture to say, when the measure has been tried, but the mis- 
fortune is that, as the Bill stands, there is no effectua! check on 
the system being extended and made universal, although it may 
be found on trial to be ‘contrary to the interests of business.” 





Ir szems that in Dalton v. Fitzgerald (reported elsewhere) the 
Court of Appeal have rejected the distinction which has been 
te ae? to be established by Board v. Board (L. R. 9 
Q. B. 48) and Paine v. Jones (L. R. 18 Eq. 320). The 
question relates to the effect of possession taken without title 
by a person who on entering believes himself to be only 
tenant for life. Where a testator in possession of lands, 
who is not entitled in fee, devises them to one for life with 
remainder over, the will constitutes an inchoate title in 
favour of the devisees. As_between themselves Os- 
session of the land taken under tie Will neat be pebenst 10 
ee Mee for life, consequently, cannot rely upon 
his possession as c new and independent title in him- 
self. He holds under the will, and when his limited estate 
comes to an end, persons claiming under him cannot withhold 
the land from the testator’s devisee in remainder. This result 
was recognized in Board v. Board (supra), and no doubt has 
ever been cast upon it. But the case is different when the will 
does not really create any estate in the land at all, although by 
an error it is supposed to do so, and the supposed devisee enters 
as tenant for life accordingly. He owes his possession, then, 
not to the will, but to a mistake founded on the will, and it is 
not clear why he should not, when he discovers the mistake, 
repudiate his assumed title under the will and stand upon his 

ion. The supposed devisees in remainder are not hurt, 
for they have no claim to profit by the mistaken view of the will 
taken by the tenant for life, and to get an estate which the will 
did not confer upon them. The person who suffers is the heir- 


out of possession, for failing to assert his title within the period 
prescribed by the Statute of Limitations. Under such circum- 
stances as these, therefore, Matins, V.C., in Paine v. Jones 


ext of the testator, and he suffers, iike every other owner 


(supra), supported the possessory fee of the supposed tenant for 
ife against the persons who would have taken in remainder had 
the mistaken view of the will under which the supposed tenant 
for life entered been correct. The result upon these cases is 
i ment, which really creates in him suc i n the 
lands, comtor Sef up any title adverse to the will Or instrament. 
He cannot-tispate the title under which he hots. But it is 


otherwise where the instrument creates no interest in him, 
though he at first, by mistake, supposes it todo so. It seems, 
however, to be an inference from the decision of the Cow 




















Appeal in Dalton Vv. Fitzjra at no suc lon can 
maintained, and that wherever a man pur enter umder 
‘Rrinstroment with a limited estate, whethe estate is in 
fact created by the instrument or not, he is deb 








“setting up any other title in himself. The point is not of fre- 
quent occurrence, though it is of interest in relation to the 


theory of possessory title. 





Accorpine to. the rule in Howe v. Earl of Dartmouth (7 Ves 
137), when a testator bequeaths personal property to be enjoyed 
by several in succession; and indicates no intention whether the 
property is or is not to be enjoyed im specie, it is necessary for 
all such parts as are of a wasting nature to be sold, and the 





ange to be put into the form of a permanent investment. 
jut this is a rule which holds only in the absence of any 
expression of an intention to the contrary, and it has been a 
matter of frequent litigation to determine whether such inten- 
tion has been expressed. In the case of leaseholds it has been | 
argued that a direction that the tenant for life shall receive the 
rents is a sufficient indication that the property is to remain 
unconverted, and where the direction refers to leaseholds only, it 
seems that this may be the case (Goodenough v. Tremamondo, 2 
Beay. 512). But where there is a mixed devise of freeholds 
and leasehoids, and a direction for payment of rents to the 
tenant for life, it is possible to say that the direction, so far as it 
is specific, is obeyed by paying him the rents of the freehold 
property, and that to the leaseholds the ordinary rule of 
conversion is applicable. This view was taken by Kry- 
DERSLEY, V.O., in Harris v. Poyner (1 Drew. p. 174). On the 
other hand, decisions more in accordance with the natural 
force of the word ‘‘rents”’ have been given in several cases, of 
which Crowe v. Crisford (17 Beay. 507) may be quoted as an 
example. A current of authorities, said Romy, M.R., in that 
case, has established the rule that, where “rents” are referred 
to, the person taking the life estate is entitled to the enjoyment 
of the property in specie. Hence, upon a gift by will of free- 
hold, copyhold, and leasehold estates upon trusts which gave 
the net produce of the rents to the tenant for life, he held that 
there should be no conversion. So, in Vachell v. Roberts (82 
Beay. 140), Lord Romity said that, where there is both free- 
hold and leasehold estate, the expression “ rents ’’ refers to and 
includes leaseholds as well as freeholds, and he declared against 
conversion. Assuming that the expression, when applied to 
leaseholds alone, is sufficient to prevent conversion, the view 
taken in these cases seems to be reasonable, for the force of the 
word is not diminished by the inclusion also of freeholds. In 
the recent case of Re Game (ante, p. 438), however, Sriziine, J., 
has arrived at a different conclusion, and in the conflict of 
authority has preferred to decide in accordance with Harris v. 
Poyner, The point will have to remain in doubt until the 
assistance of the Court of Appeal is invoked. 


Tue Lonpon Oounry Covunct, although not a “ sani 
authority” under the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, is 
entrusted by that Act with several important duties relating to 
the omg ge y — — is therefore somewhat 
surprising to find them the defendants to proceedings havi 
for their object the enforcement of the sanitary law within that 
area. Such, however, was the case in Vestry of Fulham v. 
London County Council, which came before a Divisional Court on 
the 24th of May i onage ante, p. 530). It was there alleged 
that at a place within the parish of Fulham such offensive 
smells arose from the ventilator of a main sewer under the con- 
trol of the county council as to cause a nuisance liable to be 
dealt with summarily under section 2 of the Act above men- 
tioned. Proceedings were accordingly taken by the vestry 
against the county council before a police te. The 
complaint was, however, dismissed, on the ground that the Act 
does not apply to nuisances arising from sewers. The clause 
which it was sought to make applicable was clause (5° of sub- 
section (1), the words being: “‘ any pool, ditch, gutter, water- 
course, cistern, watercloset, earthcloset, privy, urinal, 
drain, dungpit, or ashpit so foul or in such a state as to be a 
nuisance or injurious to health.” The word “sewer” is not 
mentioned, and the distinction between “ sewer” and ‘drain ” 
is familiar to every expert in the law of public health. The 
court (Day and Lawrancg, JJ.) esecsdlagty bald that the i 
trate was right in refusing to entertain the complaint. It does 
not, however, follow that, because wrong idaggeeces were 
taken against the county council, the law provides no 
remedy against what, if it exists, must be admitted to be a 
serious nuisance. If the county council could be shewn to 
have failed in carrying out their duties as to the sewerage of 
London, recourse could probably be had to a remedy by man- 
damus, Offensive smells arising from manholes and sewer- 


gratings in the streets of the is are not as uncommon 


as they should be, and it is eminently desirable that they should 
pe ys = tiep © See to a minimum. Quis custodict ipsos 
cus ? 
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FRAUDULENT MISREPRESENTATION AS A GROUND 
FOR ANNULLING A MARRIAGE. 


Tre decision of Sir Francis Jeune in the nullity suit of Moss v. 
Moss has not come as a surprise to lawyers. It was generally 
admitted that there was no English authority for the proposi- 
tion on which the petitioner’s case was founded—that the 

| concealed pregnancy of the wife at the date of marriage 
is a sufficient ground for declaring the marriage null and void. 
Absence of authority is not necessarily fatal even at the present 
day ; in the earlier days of English jurisprudence its absence 
was the opportunity of those great judges who laid down the 
principles upon which many of the now recognized doctrines of 
our law are founded. But in recent times the Bench is less 
bold, and judgments, except where they turn upon the con- 
struction of statutes or documents, for the most part consist of 
an examination of decided cases, and new departures are few 
and far between. The President of the Division before which 
Moss v. Moss came for decision did not rise superior to the rule 
which guides the modern court of law. Alluding to the propo- 
sition of the petitioner, he said: ‘‘ It would perhaps be sufficient 
for me to say that for this proposition no authority in English 
law can be found, and it would be impossible for this court at 
the present day to give assent to a principle of such importance 
and so far-reaching without the ‘sanction of precedent.” 
‘‘Impossible”” was a rare word in the vocabulary of the Bench 
in the earlier days to which we have referred. 

But fortunately Sir Francis Jeunx’s judgment does not end 
here, and few will be disposed to question the correctness of his 
decision. The argument on behalf of the husband was that 
the concealed pregnancy of the wife constituted a fraudulent 
misrepresentation as to one of the essentials of the marriage 
contract, and was therefore sufficient to avoid it ix foto. But it 
is one of the many distinctions between the contract of marriage 
and ordinary contracts that such misrepresentation as would 
avoid a mercantile bargain is not necessarily sufficient to nullify 
a marriage. The essentials which go to make a marriage valid 
are clearly defined by the learned President : there must be the 
veseaiagr consent of both parties, compliance with the require- 
ments e law as to publication and solemnization, and no 
i ity, either physical, or of age, or relationship. If these 
requirements have been fulfilled, the marriage is not void or 
voidable. Marriages have often been set aside on the ground 

Ie fraud or duress, but this has only been where the fraud or 


Iter 
7 
hor 


duress was such as to negative the first essential of a valid 
marriage—the voluntary consent of the parties. Under this 
head fall cases of personation, and cases in which a weak- 
minded person has been induced by deception or threats to go 
througir the marriage ceremony without undeistanding it and 
without giving any realconsent. The comparatively recent case 
ot Sear. Seprighy (12 PD. 2i) will occur to most readers as 
an stance o kind. The mere presence of fraud is not the 
ratio decidendi in such cases, but the absence of consent ; as Lord 
Srowext puts it in Sulivan v. Sulivan (2 Consist 248), “if the 
person is capable of consent and has consented, the law does 
not ask how the consent has been induced.” It is true that in 
Scott v. Sebright the late President expressed himself somewhat 
differently when he said that ‘‘the validity of a contract of 
marriage must be tested and determined in precisely the same 
manner as that of any other contract.” But this is a dictum 
merely, and it is out of harmony with several weighty decisions. 
The facts in Scott v. Sebright completely justified the decree in 
that case on the ground of absence of consent. 

Although there is no decided English case in which the 
question raised by Joss v. Moss came up for decision, the precise 
point is dealt with in the canon law and is there decided in 
favour of the validity of the marriage. So far, therefore, as 
concerns the English marriage law and the ecclesiastical law on 
which it is mainly founded, there was no precedent for the con- 
tention of the petitioner in Moss v. Moss. In foreign courts 
there is considerable authority in his favour, and this is so even 
in America. Sir Francis Jeune discussed some of these foreign 
cases at length, and pointed out what seems to be a fatal defect 
in the logic of the learned judges who decided them—that while 
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as a ground fora decree of nullity, previous unchastity, whether 











they treat actual concealed pregnancy at the date of the marriage | 


coupled or not with previous pregnancy, and wh &ther or not - 
concealed from the husband, is not so treated. Surely the “ 
unchastity, and not its complement, the pregnancy, is the more a 
serious matter. oh 

At the close of his judgment the President giv es some weighty eon 
reasons which we venture to think would b ave justified his d 
decision quite apart from authority or the abs snce of authority, , 
He points out the very grave consequences ¥ hich would result of 


from a contrary decision. Suppose the ca/,e of a man who, 
owing to absence from home soon after bh is marriage or for 


some other reason, only discovered years aft ar his marriage that = 

his wife had been pregnant by another ‘man when he went a 

through the ceremony of marriage with hesr. Is he then to be ° 
rmitted to set aside the marriage and to b astardize the children ly ok 


orn of it? Or is there to be a statute of limitations running 
from the date of the marriage and not from the date of the || to 








discovery? Is the illogical distinction of the American courts suf 
to be adhered to? Orif prior unchastity on the part of the it 
woman is to be a ground for a decree of nullity, is the same to y ; 
hold good in the case of the man? A thousand difficulties = 
suggest themselves as likely to arise if the law were shaped to og 
meet the hard case of the petitioner in Moss v. Moss. Such th 
cases are, we hope, rare, and the effect of the recent decision | al 
ought to be to keep out of the courts any such that may arise. \ wen 
not 
: cont 
THE FILING OF A SUB-CONTRACT UNIJER SECTION pq 
25 OF THE COMPANIES ACT, 1867. “ aa 
In the bringing out of companies no enactmerit, probably, is of such 
such importance as section 25 of the Comyanies Act, 1867, sub- 
which provides that every share shall be dtxemed to be held contr 
subject to the payment of the whole amount thereof in cash, — W 
“unless the same shall have been otherwise determined by a ees: 
contract duly made in writing, and filed with the Registrar of om 


But in making use of the section for the protection of share- 
holders to whom fully-paid shares are to be allotted, the prae- 
titioner is immediately confronted with the question whether 
he must file the very contract under which the issue of such 
shares is first arranged, or whether it is sufficient to file a 
subsidiary contract, repeating only the pets of the principal 
contract which are material to this point. Inasmuch as the 
original contract may be lengthy or may contain matter which 
it is desired not to disclose, there is great practical convenience 
in filing only a sub-contract, and this plan has been very usually 
adopted. There is the objection that it imports no new terms. 
and binds the parties to nothing to which they were not bound. 
before. Consequently itis not strictly a new contract, and it may 
be questioned whether it is an independent contract at all. Prac- 
tically it is only a memorandum of a contract previously made.. 
Moreover, even if it can be regarded as a contract, it is founded 
upon no new consideration, and, if under hand, it may be void. The: 
latter objection can be overcome by making the sub-co t: 
under seal, but the former is one which cannot be got over by 


any technical device, and whether it invalidates the filing of the 


Joint-Stock Companies at or before the issue of such shares.” |= 








sub-contract, and leaves the shareholders liable to pay in casly A tu 
on their shares, depends on whether section 25 receives a narrow for th 
or liberal construction. In this state of affairs the practice of diet 
filing sub-contracts would hardly have become so general unless contrac 
it was based upon considerations of convenience almost amount- consid 
ing to necessity. cured b 

The question has at length come up for decision before , tata 
Vauenan Witutams, J., in Re Kharaskhoma Exploring, §c, aoa, 
Syndicate (Limited) (ante, p. 543), and, though his judg- executic 
ment is not so convincing as might have been desired, it is view 
satisfactory that it throws no doubt upon the accepted practice to ran 
of filing a sub-contract. In that case the syndicate had entered perha 
into an arrangement with the Concessions Development Oo., ae) 
under which the company was to give the syndicate financial issue, 
assistance and to supervise its management. The terms of the out at le 
arrangement were embodied in an agreement of the 17th of containe 
August, 1892, and, inter alia, it was agreed that as part of the Kharash 
remuneration of the company for its services, certain preference tioned 
shares were to be allotted to the company as fully paid up, fally pai 
“such allotment to be protected by a duly registered agreement” = 








ice 








June 12, 1897. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 41.} 557 








under the 25th section of the Companies Act, 1867.” In pur- 
suance of this last provision, a contract was made on the ensuing 
3ist of August. This contract recited the contract of the 17th, 
and witnessed that it was agreed that the syndicate should cause 
the second contract to be filed, and should allot to the company 
or its nominees the preference shares in question, specifying 
their denoting numbers. The contract of the 3lst of August 
accordingly was filed, and the shares were allotted to nominees 
of the company. 

Upon the contract so filed a question was raised whether there 
was any consideration at all for the shares, or whether they 
were not in reality bonus shares, against calls upon which even 
a filed contract would be no protection. Inasmuch, however, 
as the arrangement was held to be a bond fide one, and it was 

\ contemplated that services should be rendered by the company 

|\to the syndicate, the objection was overruled. This made it 
necessary to decide whether the filing of the sub-contract was a 
sufficient compliance with section 25, and in particular whether 
it was a new contract. As we understand the judgment of 
Vauenan Witt1ams, J., he seems to have held that the contract 
was not a new one, but that it was a contract which was proper 
to be entered into and which was sufficient for filing. Under 
the original contract, he said, the syndicate were not entitled 
to place the company forthwith on the register. The company 
were entitled to call for the allotment of shares, but they were 
not bound to accept the shares until the filing of the further 
contract which the original contract expressly contemplated. 
But this does not seem to touch the question whether the making 
of a further contract, repeating the terms of the original contract, 
was in law possible. The parties undoubtedly contemplated 
such further contract, but their intention could not help the 
sub-contract if from its very nature it was no independent 
contract at all. 

We are not disposed, however, to find fault with the judgment 
because it may not have been logically consistent. It would 
have been calamitous to have decided that the filing of a sub- 


tions therein mentioned ”—a form which Mr. Patmer in his 

Company Precedents (6th ed., Vol. I., p. 133) suggests to be 

insufficient. Vavuonan Wii11aMs, J., however, has decided that 

it identifies the consideration, and that this all that is required, 

It is here that he fortifies himself by the discovery that the sub- - 
contract has a consideration of its own—namely, the execution 

of the principal contract, and hence, he argues, the specific 

statement of the consideration for the principal contract cannot 

be necessary. Upon this view, indeed, no reference at all to the 

| consideration for the principal contract would be necessary. 

The general result of the decision is, that the filing of a 

' particular sub-contract is held, under the special circumstances 
| of the case, to have been a sufficient compliance with section 25, 
| but there is no attempt to deal upon general grounds with the 
practice of filing sub-contracts. It is submitted that the view 
taken by Mr. Patmer, and usually acted upon, is correct, and 
that the present decision is not in harmony with a reasonable 
construction of section 25. Primd facie the section requires the 
filing of the original contract for the issue of the shares as fully 
paid up, and such contract satisfies the object of the section by 
revealing to persons interested in the company the real cou- 
sideration for the issue. The filing of the entire contract, ho 

‘red f . 













ever, is not really require: he purpese of ths section, and in 
principté there is no objection to filing @ sub-contract contaifing ling | 
the terms relevant to the isstie of shares, p is is in 


rovi 
a contract, and provided any technical difficulty as 
to consideration for the sub-contract is obviated by making it 
under seal. But while convenience requires a construction of 
section 25 which shall make the filing of such a formal sub- 
contract sufficient, the spirit of the enactment should be 
preserved by including in the sub-contract a specific statement 
of the consideration for the issue of the shares. The inclusion 
of such a statement is in point of fact the only justification for 
filing what is, as we have already observed, rather a memo- 
randum of a contract than the contract itself. 








contract was insufficient, and the difficulty that the sub-contract | 
was not really the contract under which the issue of the shares | 
was arranged for had to be got over somehow. But it is| 
unfortunate that the matter was not dealt with upon a principle | 
which would have been of general application. The difficulty | 
was met, as we have seen, by the argument that the principal | 
contract was not intended to be carried into effect until after the | 
execution and filing of a sub-contract, and that the sub-contract, | 
therefore, was a contract which it was proper to execute. But | 
this reasoning is useless when the principal contract does not 
expressly contemplate the execution of a further agreement, but 
merely provides, as is frequently the case, for the filing of “this 
agreement or some other sufficient contract.” There is no 
necessity then to execute a further agreement, and, if the parties 
do so, it is because they assume it to be sufficient for the object 
in view—namely, to comply with the requirements of section 25. 
To be of practical use the judgment of Vavenan Wits, J., 
should have decided that a contract, although it in substance 
does no more than repeat the provisions of the principal con- 
tract, is nevertheless sufficiently a contract to be filed under the 
section. 

A further question arose with reference to the consideration 
for the issue of the shares. This has two aspects—the real con- 
sideration for the issue, and the consideration for the sub- 
contract. We have already pointed out that there is no actual 
consideration for the sub-contract, and that this defect must be 
cured by having the sub-contract executed under seal, VavcHan 
Wuutums, J., on the other hand, has suggested that there is 
consideration for the sub-contract, and that it lies in the 
execution of the principal contract. We doubt whether this 
view would bear examination, but as it was simply put forward 
to assist a decision arrived at on other grounds, it need not 
perhaps have any great importance attached to it. The sub- 
stantial point is the statement of the real consideration for the 
issue, and it has usually been thought that this should be set 
out at length in the sub-contract, and not simply referred to as 
contained in the principal contract. In the case of the 
\ oma Syndicate, the sub-contract, in reciting, as men- 
tioned above, the principal contract, stated that the issue of 
fully paid up shares had been agreed upon “for the considera- 
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Tae Law AND Practice or Lerrers Patent FoR INVENTIONS 
By Lewis Epmunps, Esa., D.Sc., QC. Sxzconp Eprrion by 
J. M. Srevens, Esa., D.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

This is the second edition of a book which may fairly, we think, be 

escribed as a success. When we had occasion to review the first 

edition some seven years ago, we said, after some comment on the 
bulk of the book: ‘‘ Having said so much we have nothing but 
commendation for the book. Conceived in a and comprehen- 
sive spirit, it is weil and thoroughly carried out.” Since that time 
we have had some opportunity of testing the book in connection with 
the requirements of practice, and the result has been such as to 
justify usin considering that our first impression of the work was 
well founded. This edition is no less bulky than the last, but this is 
now more excusable, seeing that much matter which could well be 
dispensed with has disappeared and its place is taken by reall: 
useful material. The appendix of non-annotated statutes, whi 
formerly occupied more than 112 pages, has now shrunk to about 60; 
while, on the other hand, the space given to the chapters on Subject- 
matter and Specification has in each case been more than dou 
This is all on the right side, asis the economy of s effected by omit- 
ting the stock-formsof letters used in the Patent but five 
and twenty ce well be saved if the Act of 1883 were only 
printed once. e cases cited do not a to be mete as nearly 
down to date as was the case with the first edition, and Vavasseur v. 
Krupp continues to have two dates assigned to it—viz., 1870, which 
is wrong, and 1878, which is right, each in two The book 
so well known now that this new edition requires no fresh intro- 
duction, but itis right to say that the editor seems to have done 
adequate justice to the task entrusted to him, and to have worked 
in the same spirit as the original author. 


& 





On the 3rd inst. in the House of Commons Sir J. Colomb. on behalf 
of Mr. Carson, asked the 


being & s Bal this centen, Senne Sie. O2. 50 tae, aa Sete 
Mr. Balfour said there are now three judgeships vacant in Ireland, and 
it is the mtention of the Government to introduce a Bill shortly after 
Whitsuntide dealing with the matter. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 


A NEW DISQUALIFICATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—In committee on the Workmen’s Compensation Bill there 
was added, with the assent of the Government, the following clause : 
“In any proceedings under this Act no party or other person shall 
appear or be attended by counsel or solicitor except by leave of the 
court or arbitrator, or on appeal to the Court of Appeal.’’ 

The Bill nevertheless allows any person other than a barrister or 
solicitor to appear for, or attend with, a party to the proceedings. 

The resulting position of the legal profession will be as para- 
doxical as unjust. 

Barzisters and solicitors, with infinite pains and with expenditure 
of much time and money, have acquired the qualifications prescribed 
by the Legislature as a condition of the exclusive practice of their 

fession. These very qualifications are then made the reason for 
restricting the practice of the holders of them and for allowing the 
unfettered exercise of the same rights by persons with no recognized 
qualifications at all. 

Surely this isa matter in which the Bar Committee, the Incor- 
porated Law Society, and the provincial law societies should join in 
@ vigorous remonstrance. A So.iciror. 

London, June 9. 


SOLICITORS AS “ OFFICERS ”’ OF A COMPANY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I should be glad if you or your readers would give an opinion 
upon the following point, which appears to be of practical import- 
ance to solicitors : 

A company, for which I am acting professionally under the general 
instructions of the directors, and not under any appointment either 
under the articles of association or by special minute of the board, 
has requested my firm to arrange to attend every board meeting of 
the company throughout the year, and has offered an inclusive fee 
of a certain sum per annum to cover the cost of such attendances— 
such fee not to include our proper charges for professional work 
arising out of the operations of the board and which we may be 
instructed to perform. I believe the practice is becomiog a common 





directors who are not familiar with the pitfalls surrounding their 


| as being not only more economical but a great safeguard to 


My first impulse was to accept the arrangement, to be embodied in 
a resolution of the board; but having regard to the remarks of 
Lindley, L.J., and Rigby, L.J., in the recent case of The Western 
Counties Steam Bukeries and Milling Oo. (reported in the May number 
of the Law Reports), I am not clear that such an arrangement might 
not have the effect of creating my firm ‘‘ officers” of the company 
within the meaning of section 165 of the Act of 1862 and section 10 
of the Act of 1890. 

The material cases on the point are Carter’s case (31 Ch. D. 496), 
Re London and General Bank (1895, 2 Ch. 166)) and Re Kingston 
Cotton Mill Co. (1896, 1 Ch. 6), and the case above referred to. 

ENQUIRER. 

[We hope to consider the question shortly.—Eb. S.J/.] 





The Government of India, says the Times, has addressed a letter to the 
Government of Bengal on the increase of litigation. Reference is made 
to the “‘ enormous and apparently increasing number of appeals in civil 
The figures shew that there are appeals in about 30 per cent. of the 
contested cases in India, and that there are 240 appeals in India for every 
one in England from inferior courts. The Government of India suggests 
that the present licence of almost unlimited appeal may be considerably 
reduce4 with advantage to the litigants themselves as well as to the 
courts.’’ Under the existing system the courts of first instance feel no 
ity beyond escaping the censure of the couris above them, to 

they know their decisions will be appealed, and the High Courts, 

in their turn, instead of having the leisure for the deliberate disposal of 

really important issues, are burdened with a host of petty and often 

frivolous cases which should be settled by courts of a lower dignity. It is 

that the circumstances are so various that it might not be 

to lay down a uniform rule, and that much must depend on the 

‘trustworthiness and legal attainments of the lower courts, and 

much, too, on the habits and wishes of the people. But, so far as Bengal 

is concerned, the Government of India recommends to the consideration 

Lieutenant-Governor a series of suggestions designed to restrict the 

right of sppeal. These include the prohibition of appeals from a single 

High Court, without leave, where the appeals are from lower 

to a single judge, or where in original suits heard by a single judge 

the amount at issue does not exceed 2,000 rupees; that there should be a 

security for costs on a os and that the power of 

be curtailed ; that there shi eae nees Seen See 

im certain cases of importance or in cases of procedure only, and that the 
powers of small courts should in certain cases be enlarged. 


. 


i 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


Court of Appeal. 
SHEERS & SERJEANT v. THIMBLEBY & SON. No.1. 2nd June. 
Morrcace—Securiry—GuvuaRaANTEE—STATUTE OF F'Ravps. 


This was an appeal by the defendants from the judgment of Charles, J., 
at the trial of the action without a jury at Lincoln. The action was brought 


by the plaintiffs upon a guarantee contained in the following letter, signed fof 


by the defendants: ‘‘ 15th Sept., 1879. Dear Sir,—Burton, Balderson. 
We hereby guarantee the safety of the above investments. Yours truly, 
Tumetesy & Son. . EB. H. Serjeant, Esq., Solicitor, Alford.’’ This 
letter was given by the defendants to the plaintiff Serjeant under these 
circumstances. In the year 1879 the defendants, who were solicitors, had 
two clients of the name of Burton and Balderson, the onc being desirous 
of obtaining a loan of £360 at 4 per cent. upon the security of his 
property, and the other a loan of £350 upon his property, and 
the plaintiff Serjeant was willing to make these loans upon 
mortgage of their properties if the defendants would give to him the 
above-mentioned letter, which they accordingly did, and the plaintiff 
Serjeant thereupon advanced, through the defendants, to Burton and 
Balderson £710—that is, £360 to one and £350 to the other. On the next 
day (the 16th of September, 1879) the defendants wrote to the plaintiff 
Serjeant this letter: ‘‘ We acknowledge to have received from you this 
day the sum of £710 to be invested as under: On mortgage of an estate 
at Toynton St. Peter, the property of Mr. James Burton, £360. Un mort- 
gage of an estate at Friskney, the property of Mr. W. T. Balderson, 
£350.’ This action related only to the advance of £360 made by the 
pleintiff Serjeant to Burton. 
this mortgage was paid, and before any doubt as to the adequacy 
of the security arose the plaintiff, Serjeant, upon the 19th of May, 

1891, by deed, in consideration of the sum of £300 then paid to him by! 
the plaintiff Sheers, ‘‘ conveyed ferred to Sheers the 

benefit of the said mortgage ’’—that is, of the mor rom Burton. 

In the year 1894 the interest upon this mortgage first ceased ' 
to be paid, and on the 30th of April, 1895, the defendants gave the 

plaintiff Serjeant notice that Burton was utterly unable to pay any more 

interest. Upon the 28th of May, 1896, the present action was brought 

against the defendants as guarantors of the £360. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., A. L. Smrru and Currry, L JJ.) varied 
the judgment of Charles, J. 

A. L. Surrn, L J., read the following judgment, in which, after stating 
the facts as above, he proceeded as follows : The first question which arises 
is, what is the true construction of this letter of the 15th of September, 
1879. Was it merely a guarantee that the mortgage from Burton, with its 
attendant covenant by him to pay the money advanced, was then a safe 
investment for the loan of £360, that is, a then sufficient security for the 
advance, or was it a guarantee that it was a safe investment in this, that 
the defendants guaranteed the plaintiff Serjeant that he should get back 
the money which he had invested with Burton? I have, I own, had con- 
siderable doubt upon this point, but the conclusion I have come to is in 
accord with what Charles, J., held—viz., that the true construction of the 
letter is that the eafety of the inv y gu teed, and not only its 
safety at the time of the making of the advance. e next poin 
by the defendants is that I on is ma le against them, as there 
is no sufficient memorandum in writing of the agreement to satisfy the 
fourth section of the Statute of Frauds. To constitute a sufficient memor- 
andum within the fourth section of this statute the parties to and the 
subject-matter of the contract must appear in writing in the memorandum, 
It cannot be doubted that, although since the passing of the Mercantile 
Law Amendment Act, 1856, s. 3, parol evidence may be given to supply 
the consideration, yet rol evidence cannot be given to explain the 

‘ rand 










promise, and unless the whole ‘bein writing the memorandum 
0 cient. case of Holmes v. . B. NTS. 361) 
shéWs this t0 be so. As to parties in this case no question arises. They 


clearly appear upon the letter of the 15th of September, 1879. The question 
which does arise is, Can the whole promise be found in a memorandum in 
writing? If I were confined to the letter of the 15th of September, 1879,I 
should have thought thatitcould not; butthedetermination of this case does 
not, in my judgment, depend npon the letter of the 15th of September, 
1879, alone, for the two documents of the 15th and 16th of September, 
1879, appear to me, when placed side by side, to be so connected with’ 
each other and without the aid of parol evidence that both may be con-: 
sidered together when ascertaining what is the contract, and whether. 
there is a sufficient memorandum within the meaning of the Statute of 
Frauds. The case which best exemplifies this point is that of Long¥. 


Millar (4 C. P. D. 450), in which the court held that a contract is valid’ ~ 


within the fourth section of the Statute of Frauds where documents exist’ 


For many years the interest upon fl 


| 


which can be connected together without the aid of verbal evidence. In — 
that case the plaintiff signed an agreement to purchase three plots of land — 


at Hammersmith and od pay a deposit of £31. The defendant did not 
sign agreement, but upon a separate piece of paper he a 
receipt for £31 “as ‘a deposit on the purchase of three plots of land at 
Hammersmith.” Without this second document there was no 6 


a 


memorandum within the fourth section of the statute, because there was, — 
no signature of the defendant ; and, except as appeared upon the face of — 
the documents, there was no connection between them. This court held 
that by the word ‘‘ purchase”’ used in each document the two were 80 
connected together that they could be looked at, for when placed side by 
side the one obviously referred to the other, and thus a valid memorandum” 
existed within the fourth section of the statute. Now, in the presemt — 
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case, 80 soon as the two documents of the 15th and 16t of September, 
1879, are placed side by side, to my mind it at once becomes 
apparent that they are connected together, and that this, as in 
the case of v. Millar, appears without the aid of parol evi- 
dence. The one letter states, ‘‘We hereby guarantee the safety of the 
investments, Burton’s and Balderson’s”’; and the other acknowledges 
the receipt of the £710 invested by the plaintiff Serjeant with Burton 
and Balderson as follows: ‘* £710 as under—on mortgage of an estate at 
Toynton St. Peter, the property of Mr. James Burton, £360; on mort- 
gage of an estate at Friskney, the property of Mr. W. T. Balderson, 
£350.”” I cannot myself doubt that these two documents upon their face 
ected together without the aid of p 
It-might-have beer = a in ong VV." 0 TT "ecelDp igne 
defendant for the £31 as a deposit on the purchase of these plots at 
Hammersmith might refer to a different purchase to that ref to in 
the agreement to purchase ; but this argument this court would not enter- 
tain, and, I think, quite rightly. So here it would, in my judgment, be 
sheer affectation to say that without the aid of parol evidence it cannot be 
predicated whether Burton’s and Balderson’s investments in the letter of 
the 15th of September referred to Burton’s and Balderson’s mortgages in 
the document of the 16th of September, for in my opinion they clearly do, 
and formed part of one and the same transaction. It does not seem to 
me that the fact of the two documents having been written, one on one 
,day and the other on the next, causes them to be such separate and 
distinct documents that the one cannot be connected with the other with- 
out the aid of parol evidence, for in my judgment it is not so. I think, 
therefore, that there is a sufficient memorandum in writing in this case. 
Agreeing as I do with Charles, J.’s, interpretation of the letter of 
ithe 15th of September, the breach thereof arose within six years before 
action brought, for it was not till then that the investment was shown to | enabling her to doso. After this Mrs. Bishop sued for and obtained a 
be unsafe. Then what can the plaintiffs recover in the present action, | decree for restitution of conjugal rights. This decree was disobeyed, and 
the Statute of Frauds and the Statute of Limitations being out of their | she then sued her husband for 4 divorce on the ground of fresh adultery 
way? The letter of the 15th of September,}1879, was a guarantee personal | and desertion, and, on the 8th of June, 1896, she obtained a decree 
to the plaintiff Serjeant. It guaranteed that he should have what he | dissolving the marriage, and the custody of the child was given to her. 
invested with Burton back again; no one else was guaranteed anything | In August, 1896, she presented a — praying for an 
by it. The plaintiff Shee laim whatever agai defendants | husband should pay or secure to such gross sum or such ann’ 
upon this guaran ich 


in 
ihe potion; (4) nslling: wo: Rosiaed Soman ae pot ths nabony 
e parties ; no was respec any 
powers of the Divorce Court iu suits for dissolution of marriage; (5) 
nothing was decided in the first suit of Gandy v. Gandy (ubi supra) as to 
the power of the Divorce Court to make orders respecting the . 
maintenance, and education of children. We pass now to the ap 
before us. First, as to Bishop v. Bishop. There is one child of 
a daughter. In 1894 Mrs. Bishop presented a petition for a 
divorce on the ground of her husband’s adultery and cruelty. When the 
petition came on for hearing it was withdrawn, and the itioner and 
her husband made and signed an t, dated the of March, 
1894, and in the words following: “ petitioner agrees to t £13 
per annum by way of ——— maintenance ; this sum to include the 
Wolter Hancy Babep, to -supeniel cunets 
alter Harry Op, t, monthly paymen 
during their joint lives. This allowance to paid in any event, 
whether they married or whether the marriage should 
hereafter be dissolved. Mrs. Edith Bishop, the , is to 
have the custody of the child.’’ The agreement con’ no covenant 
by either party not to sue the other at some future time for restitution of 
conjugal rights, or for a judicial separation, or for a divorce, and, indeed, 
the possibility of in future a divorce was reopen | 


























bue eCce 


roceedings for 
contemplated, for the parties agreed that the allowance 
whether they remained married or whether the marriage should there 
after be dissolved. Further than this, the 
covenant by the wife not to sue for more than £130, Counsel for the wife 
contend that the £130 a year was the minimum she would accept, but not 
the maximum she would endeavour to obtain if circumstances should occur 
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f Pains) ne elendal 
ersone monthly or weekly sum for her permanent maintenance as to the court 
Over Hothing in this action. As regards Serjeant, what has he los might seem meet, and, further, for an order that her husband should 
i ing safe? He has lost £60 and no more, | make such provision for the maintenance of the child as the court should 

for he has already upon the transfer of his mortgage to Sheers recetved | think reasonable. The petition was referred to the registrar, and he in 
effect reported that the agreement above set out was binding on - 


from him £300 towards the £360 which he in 1879 invested upon mort- 
gage with Burton. As regards the suggestion that Serjeant is entitled to | petitioner, and that she was not entitled to more than £130 a year. 


recover the whole £360 from the defendants as trustee as regards £300 of 
it for Sheers, I see no foundation whatever for it. Where this suggested 
trust is to be found I cannot ascertain. There is no such trust, For the 
reasons above I think that the judgment should be entered for the plain- 
tiff Serjeant for £60, and not for £360, and that the judgment of Charles, 
J.. should be varied accordingly. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Currry, L.JJ., concurred. Judgment varied. 
—CounszL, W. Graham and Macaskie; Channell, Q.O., and Etherington 
Smith. Sourcrrors, Taylor, Hoare, § Taylor, for Thimbleby $ Son, Spilsby ; 
Hicks § Sons, for Allisons ¢ Allisons, Louth. 

[Reported by F. O. Ronixson, Barrister-at-Law. ] 



























the 8th of February, 1897, an order was made by the President 
setting aside this report and directing the enquiry as to the means of 
petitioner to proceed. From this order Mr. Bishop has — to 
court, leave to do so having been ted the . It is 
observed that the agreement pro’ that the wife should have the child 
and maintain her out of the agreed allowance. The decree gi the 
wife the custody of the child has, therefore, not 

burden on the wife in this respect. It is further to be o that 
the agreement provided for a possible dissolution of the 
and it cannot, therefore, be said that the circumstances 
have arisen were not foreseen and provided for by the * 
the other hand, the agreement did not provide for the education of the 
child, but only for her custody and maintenance. Nor can the agreement 
in any way preclude any application on behalf of the child for a proper 
allowance for her maintenance and education, if such can be made 
under the Divorce Acts. The case being one of | lution of 

and not of judicial separation, Gandy v. Gandy (ubi supra) is notin S 
except in so far as it negatives any implied condition of continued 
chastity. The present case must turn on the power of the Divorce Court 
on a dissolution of marriage to compel a husband to for his 
divorced wife, and to make orders for maintenance education of 
the children. It is necessary, therefore, to examine the provisions of the 
Divorce Acts relating to these matters. The statutory powers of the 
Court as to a divorced wife’s maintenance are 20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, s. 32, 
and 29 & 30 Vict. c. 32,8. 1. The statutory powers of the court 
children are contained in 20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, 2. 35, and 22 & 23 

61,8. 4. As eek pe es section 32 of the Act of 
1857 is very wide i , and it would not be right for this or any court 
to put a narrow construction upon it or to fetter in any way the courtor 
judge intrusted with its in cases of divorce. The section says 
that regard is to be had to the wife’s fortune, to the ability of the hus- 
band, and to the conduct of the parties. The appellant contends that 
soe mantiens one te ee eeR eae attention is only to be paid 
the terms of the separation . cannot be t. The later Act, 
= & oe c. a 8. 1 or ra ate 
t to order monthly or wee payments, m 

section, and the an cooauianaes which the court is 

when ordering a gross or annual sum to be secured must be regarded when 
a monthly or weekly sum is ordered to no 
doubt, contemplates the continuance of the agreed allowance, even in the 


e 


BISHOP v. BISHOP. No. 2. 14th April. 


Hvuspanp AND Wrre—Seraration Desp—Covenant not To Sve ror 
GreaTER ALLOWANCE—SUBSEQUENT ADULTERY—PERMANENT ALIMONY— 
Drvorce Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85), ss. 32, 35—29 Vicr. c. 32, 8. 1; 
22 & 23 Vicr. c. 61, s. 4. 

The question raised in this case was whether a wife, having covenanted 
in a deed of separation to accept a certain annual sum by way of per- 
manent maintenance, including the maintenance of the only child of the 
marriage, the allowance to be paid in any event, whether the marriago 
should continue or should thereafter be dissolved, was estopped by the 
deed from applying to the court after a dissolution of the marriage for 
a larger allowance by way of alimony than she had agreed to accept. A 
similar question was raised ina case of Judkins v. Judkins, where the 
wife had obtained a decree of judicial separation by reason of the 
adultery of the husband subsequently to the separation by deed. In 
the first case the President directed an inquiry as to the husband’s means 
with a view to an increase of permanent alimony. In the second case 
Gorell Barnes, J., being of opinion that the decision of the Court of 
Appeal in Gandy v. Gandy (33 W. R. 803, 30 Ch. D. 57) was applicable to 
the present case, allowed the wife’s application for permanent alimony and 
maintenance for her daughters to proceed. The husband in each case 
appealed. 

#2 Court (Linptey, A. L. Surrn, and Ricny, L.JJ.) dismissed both 


appeals. 
14th April.—The written judgment of the court was delivered by 
Liypiey, L.J., who, after reviewing and explaining the effect of the 


two decisions in Gandy v. Gandy (30 W. R. 673, L R. 7 P. D. 77, 168; 33 3 

W. R. 803, 30 Ch. D. 57), continued as follows: The short result of Gandy | event of a future dissolution of . The validity of the ——- 
¥. Gandy (ubi supra) may be summed up thus—(1) Lord Hannen’s decision | in this respect is very questionable. '' _ ME ag ager v. W. = “BR. 
that continued chastity was an implied condition in separation deeds was | Dig. 29, 3 K. &. J. 382, at p. 387), “* Itis to ~ade 
overruled ; (2) in the firet case of Gandy v. Gandy (ubi supra) the court | sible dissolution of the ¢ contract, which the nye Beg 
held the wife bound by her agreement, there being no circumstances to eae ana boner eg ee se the - 7 yp tt 


relieve her from it, and no power in the Divorce Court to disregard her 
covenant ; (3) in the second case of Gandy v. Gandy (ubi supra), the wife 
having the custody of the children and the husband refusing to support 
them, she was held no longer bound by the covenants in the separation 
deed, and the Divorce Court, being free to disregard it, had power to do 


(10 W. R. 215, 4 De G. F. &J. 221). But we are not aware of 

authority since the Divorce Act which S cothah oconeneah tan wetinen 

= fo one Se eee pny 
, and we doubt whether an express covenan 

increased alimony in the event of such @ divorce could be recognized, 
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There is no express covenant to that effect in the present case; and a 
covenant of such very questionable validity certainly cannot be implied. 
In other words, the wife cannot be held to have precladed herself by her 
agreement from invoking the aid of the court to obtain further main- 
tenance in the events which have happened. The foregoing statutory 
powers amply justify the order under appeal. But the statutory powers 
to the custody, maintenance, and education of children are also 
very wide, and no a ment between the parents can deprive the court 
of the ences thus conferred upon it. These powers are exercisable 
not only in suits for dissolution of marriage, but also in suits for judicial 
separation. They amply warranted what was done in Gandy v. Gandy (udi 
supra) on the second occasion. On the first occasion nothing turned upon 
them, and they were not alluded to. The power of the Divorce Court to 
vary settlements does not assist the wife on the present occasion. Section 
45 of 20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, only enables the court to deal with property 
settled on the wife; section 5 of 22 & 23 Vict. c. 61, extends this power 
ped a = J eettled on either husband or wife. The other statutes do not 
the power to other property. Even if the agreement for separation 
in this case is a post-nuptial settlement, no variation of that agreement 
dealing with the property settled by it can be made which will in any way 
benefit the wife, and there is no other settled property that we are aware 
of which can be made available for her benefit. But, on the ground that 
the-other statutory powers to which we have referred are ample to justify 
the order a from, and there being no grounds for discharging that 
order, if there is jurisdiction to make it, this appeal must be dismissed 
with costs. Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Willis, Q.C., and Barnard; 
Bargrave Deane, Q.C,, and Grazebrook. Souricrtons, Edward J. H. Carter ; 
Edwin Smith §& Ellis. 


[Reported by W. SHALLCROSS GODDARD, Barrister-at-Law.] 


DALTON v.-FITZGERALD No. 2. 25th and 27th May, and 3rd June. 


Estropprr—Acavuisition or Possrssory Titte ny Tenant ror Live uNDER 
A Mrstaxe—Kicuts or RemMAInpERMEN—StatTvutTes or LIMITATIONS. 


Appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. (reported 1897, 1 Ch. 440). 
facts sufficiently appear from the written judgment of Lindley, L.J. 


defendants appealed. 
Tue Court (Linptey, L.JJ.) 


The 
The 
Lorzs, and Ricry, dismissed the 
appeal. ‘ ; 
3rd June.—Linviey, L.J., read a judgment as follows: The question 
raised by this appeal is whether the plaintiff is entitled to eject the defen- 
dants from certain lands in Bulk in the county of Lancaster. In 1894 Sir 
Gereld Fitzgerald died, seised and in possession of the lands in question. 
The plaintiff eays that Sir Gerald was tenant for life only under a deed of 
1842, and the plaintiff claims as entitled in remainder under the same 
. The defendants say that, although Sir Gerald entered upon and 
enjoyed the lands as tenant for life only, and believed himself to be so, 
yet that this was a mistake, and that when he died he was really tenant in 
fee, and that he devised the lands to the defendants on certain trusts. On 
his death they entered on the lands, claiming to be entitled to do so as the 
trustees of his wii), and in that character and under that title they defend 
this action. The defendants, however, further contend that, even if they 
have no title, they are in possession, and that the plaintiff has no title and 
cannot therefore eject them. Stirling, J., decided in favour of the plain - 
tiff. I will first examine the question of title. The right of the plaintiff 
to eject the defendants will then be easily disposed of. Under John 
Dalton’s will of 1828 the lands in question, if comprised in it, would in 
1842 have been vested in trustees upon trust to convey them to the persons 
then equitably entitled to them under the limitations contained in the 
will, It was contended by the defendants, and I will assume correctly, 
that the lands in question did not pass by this will. It is tolerably plain 
that everyone interested in the will thought that the lands were comprised 
therein. In 1842 the trustees of the will, acting, as they and everyone 
else supposed, in conformity therewith, conveyed the legal estate in the 
lands comprised in the will, and also, in express terms, the lands in 
Bulk which are now in question, to the persons who would 
have been equitably entitled to them if they had passed by the 
will. The daughters and _ co-heiresses of the testator, to 
whom, according to the defendants, these lands had descended, 
were parties to this conveyance, but they were not conveying parties, nor 
did the daughter who was then married acknowledge the deed under the 
Fines and Recoveries Abolition Act. Under this deed of 1842 the lands 
in question were conveyed so that, in the events which have happened, 
they legally vested according to the deed (1) in the testator’s two 
daughters and co-heiresses for their lives; (2) in the testator’s nephew, 
Sir James Fitzgerald, for life; (3) in Sir Gerald Fitzgerald for life ; (4) 
in the plaintiff for life. The surviving daughter and co-heiress died in 
1861, and Sir James Fi‘zgerald then entered into possession as tenant for 
life. He died in 1867, and then Sir Gerald Fitzgerald took possession as 
tenant for life, and he died in February, 1894. Shortly before his death, 
however, he seems to have been advised that the lands in question had 
not passed under the will of 1828, and that the deed of 1842 was 
as to them, and on the 3rd of January, 1894, he procured him- 
self to be registered under the Land Transfer Act of 1875 as owner in fee in 
- He did this without notice to anyone interested in disputing 
claim. He left a will or codicil devising these lands to the defendants 
u certain trusts, and they claim the lands accordingly. The fact that 
ie Jemees Fitzgerald and after him Sir Gerald Fitzgerald took and held 
eseion as tenants for life under the deed of 1842, and not otherwise, 
conclusively proved by the numerous dealings with those estates by 
them in their lifetimes. It is not necessary to refer to them at length. 
Now it is contended by the defendants that, if the lands in question 
were not comprised in the will of 1828, the deed of 1842 was inoperative 





as a conveyance of them, and that Sir Gerald Fitzgerald acquired 
a good title to these lands by the Statute of Limitations, and that he was 
entitled, and that the defendants as his devisees are entitled, to set up the 
title so acquired against the plaintiff, who claims the lands in re 
under the deed of 1842. This contention is really based on a misconception of 
section 34 of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, which extinguishes the right and title of the 
person against whom the statute has ran. That section does not confer 
a statutory title against everybody upon the person in whose favour the 
statute has run, although it does as against those persons whose rights are 
barred by the statute. This was pointed out by Martin B.. in Anstee y, 
Neims (4 W. R. 612, 1 H. & N. 225, at p. 232), when he said that “the 
Statute of Limitations can never be so construed that a person claiming a 
life estate under a will shall enter, and then say that such possession was 
unlawful, so as to give his heir a right against the remainderman.” This 
was approved as good sense and good law in Board v. Board (22 W. R. 
206, L. R. 9 Q. B. 48). The misconception as to The effecE of the statute 
is extremely well put in the following passage in Pollock and Wright on 
Possession, at p. 96. [His lordship read the passage, and continued :} 
When the authorities are examined they are all in favour of the plain- 
tiff; none really support the defendants’ contention. Board v. Board 
(ubi supra) is, in my opinion, clearly in point, and clearly right. 
Whether Kernaghan v. M’ Nally (12 Ir. Ch. 89) did not go too far it is 
not necessaty to consider. I have great difficulty in reconciling it with 
Sir E. Sugden’s previous decision in Scott v. Nixon (3 D. & W. 388). 
Paine v. Jones (22 W.R. 837, L. R. 18°Eq. 320) is intelligible, having 
rd to fie facts of that case. The widow, who had entered as tenant 
for life under a will which did not pass the lands in question, was allowed 
by the court (under circumstances which do not appear) to exclude them 
from a conveyance to new trustees, and she was allowed to keep 
possession of them after it had been ascertained that she had no right to 
them. But I am not satisfied of the soundness of the distinction drawn 
by Malins, V.C., between cases of persons having no title under a will, 
because it does not purport to include the lands they claim, although they 
believe that it does, and persons claiming under a will which purports to 
deal with land to which the testator has no title, although he thought 
he had. No doubt a person may by mistake treat himself as tenant 
for life of property of which he is himself the owner, and such a 
mistake can be set right unless he has so acted as to render a 
rectification of the mistake unjust to others. But the distinction drawn 
the Vice-Chancellor, although it would include such a case, goes m 
further, and unless restricted it seems to me likely to lead to error. That 
case, which is the one principally relied upon by the defendants, is not 
really an authority for them, owing to its peculiar facts. Nor is the 
passage read from Sir G. Jessel’s judgment in Re Stringer (25 W. R. 815, 
6Ch. D. 1). Whathe was objecting to (on p. was the extension of 
the doctrine of estoppel to tenants for life who do not dispute their tes- 
tator’s title, but who do dispute the legal validity of their dispositions of 
property which wastheirown. It appears to me clear that Sir Gerald 
Fitzgerald never acquired a legal title to these lands by the Statute of 
Limitations as against the plaintiff, and that as between them the deed of 
1842 regulates their rights. The defendants, as Sir Gerald’s devisees, 
are in no better position than he was, and, so far as title is concerned, 
the plaintiff is entitled to the lands in question for life under the above 
deed. I pass now to the defendant’s contention that, being in posses- 
sion, it matters not by what title, and that it is sufficient to shew that the 
lands did not vest in the trustees of the will of 1828, and were therefore 
unaffected by the deed of 1842, and do not therefore belong to the 
pleintiff. If the defendants had entered, claiming no title under Gerald 
Fitzgerald, this point would require attention, but in truth it does not 
arise. The defendants are trustees of his will, and as such they defend 
this action. We need not consider whether as squatters, claiming no title 
themselves, there would be any difficulty in ejecting them. The appeal 
must be dismissed with costs. 

Lorss and Ricsy, L.JJ., gave judgments to the same effect. Appeal 
dismissed.—CounseL, Elton, Q.O., Buckley, Q.C.. and Carson; Graham 
Hastings, Q.C., and J. 7. Prior. Sourcrrors, Carlisle, Unna, Rider, ¢ 
Heaton ; IT. B. Beit. 

{Reported by W. Suattcross Gopparb, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re LAMBERT, MOORE v. MIDDLETON. Stirling, J. 25th and 27th 
May. 
Witt—Oonstrrucrion—Horcuror Cravse—ApvaNcep CHILD—INTEREST ON 
ADVANCE. 


This was a summons raising the question as to whether, on the adjust- 
ment of accounts, interest was to be charged on a sum of £6,000 advanced 
to the trustees of the marriage settlement of one of the testator’s daughters 
in yp ognare of a covenant made by the testator in his lifetime. By his 
will the testator gave his trustees £30,000 upon trust, to pay the income 
to his wife during her life, and on her death to divide the fund into fourths 
and transfer one-fourth to his son John, and permit the remaining three- 
fourths to fall into residue. He devised and bequeathed his residuary 
estate, real and personal, to his trustees upon trusts for conversion, and to 
pay debts and legacies and divide the residue between his three daughters 
Edith Moore, Helen Lambert, and Beatrice Lambert, and pay the income 
of the appropriated parts to each of his three daughters during their 
respective lives with remainder to their children. Then he provided that 
any advance made to any of his daughters should go towards! 
their portions under the residuary gift, and expressly provided that 
clause should apply to a sum of £6,000 which the testator had covenanted 


to pay to the trustees of his daughter E¢ith Moore’s marriage settlement, ‘- 
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The testator died in 1878. At the time of his death he was only entitled 
to a comparatively small amount of personalty—namely, £37,300. He 
was entitled to real estate of considerable value. It was valued at the 
time of his death at £62,000, the whole of which consisted of building 
land near Banstead, and the trustees in exercise of their discretion 
postponed realization and only sold parts of it from time to time. A 
considerable part Boome | as much as the value at the time of the 
testator’s death had been sold before the summons was taken out, while a 

rtion likely to produce a large additional sum was left unsold. The 

ebts of the testator, including the £6,000 which had been covenanted to 
be paid to the trustees of Mrs. Moore’s marriage settlement amounted to 
£13,000, and of that sum a considerable portion was raised by mortgage. 
The £30,000 legacy to the widow was not raised, but the trustees paid in- 
terest on it out of the income of the real estate till in 1894 they had realized 
enough of the real estate to provide for that sum by means of investing e 
sufficient amount to answer it. After keeping up the interest on ths 
mortgage and providing interest on the legacy, there remained a surplus 
income of £200 a year, and that was divided equally between the testator’s 
two other daughters, Mrs. Hopewood and Miss Lambert. Recently, Mrs. 
Lambert, the widow, died, and the £30,000, together with other sums, 
became divisible. 

Srretive, J.—On behalf of Mrs. Moore the recent case of Re Dallmeyer 
(44 W. R. 375; 1896, 1 Oh. 372) was referred to, and it was con ed 
that as there was no express mention of interest in the will Mrs. Moore 
ought not to be char, with interest at all. I observe, however, that 
that case relates only to interest which was chargeable before the period 
of distribution, and in fact it is an authority that interest is chargeable 
after the period of distribution. The leading case prior to Re Dallmeyer 
is Re Rees (29 W. R. 301, 17 Ch. D. 701). It is to be observed that Re 
Rees was in no way departed from in Re Dallmeyer. That so, I have to 
consider what was laid down in Re Rees. In Re Rees Jessel, M.R., approved 
the reasoning of Bacon, V.C., in Field v. Seaward (5 Ch. D. 538). Now 
the rule adopted down to Re Rees was that, to secure equality in the 
account as between the persons interested in the estate, you charged the 

rson advanced with interest at the rate of 4 per cent. on the advance. 

t is the mode which has been adopted in every case which has come 
before the court, so far as I know. In Re Dallmeyer Rigby, L.J., threw 
out a suggestion for a new mode of dealing with this question ; but, as I 
have already observed, in that case the court were of opinion that after 
the period of distribution the ordinary mode would be to charge interest 
on advances. Now, here the period of distribution is primd facie the 
death of the testator, though I can understand a state of 
in which that would not be the period ; for example, if at the testator’s 
death the state of his estate had been such as not to leave a surplus after 
oo of the £30,000 in which the widow took a life interest, I should 
ve been prepared to hold that the period of distribution did not arise 
till the death of the widow. There was, however, a surplus of £22,000, 
which left an ample margin for division among the after first 
paying £6,000 each to the unadvanced daughters to put them on the 
same footing as Mrs. Moore. It was suggested on behalf of Mrs. Moore 
that the proper way to deal with the case is to treat each party as having 
an interest in the estate to the extent of this sum in the first instance, 
Mrs. Moore bringing her £6,000 into hotchpot; then divide the rest 
between them equally, and ascertain from this point of view the interest 
of each in the corpus, and divide the income between them in proportion 
to this interest. Thus, if the net surplus was £18,000, you would bring 
£6,000 into hotchpot, and before distributing anything else pay this 
amount to each of the unadvanced daughters, so that there would 
remain £6,000 distributable among the three, giving £2,000 to each. It 
was said that the income ought to be treated in the same way and divided 
in the proportions of those sums. It docs not, however, appear to me 
that this course would produce equality in the sense in which that term 
was used in Re Rees. In this case if no advance had been made, the sum 
which it was necessary to raise by mortgage would have been less by 
£6,000, and to the extent that that was applied in payment of the interest 
on the mortgage the other residuary legatees were in a less favourable 
ition than Mrs. Moore. I think, therefore, I must adhere to the rule 
aid down in all cases prior to Re Dallmeyer, only departing from it to this 
extent, that the interest is to be at the rate of 3 and not 4 per cent. per 
annum.—CounsEL, G. Henderson ; Buckley, Q.C.; Rowden; Paice; A. a B. 
Terrell ; Austen Cartmell. Soutcrrons, Bird ¢ Hamer ; Paice § Cross ; Flad- 
ate § Co. 
‘ [Reported by J. I. Sriaiive, Barrister-at-Law.] 


WAINWRIGHT v. MILLER. Byrne, J. 1st June. 
Power or ArPorIntMENT—F RAvup on Powgr—Larst—REMOTENESS. 


This was an action brought by the trustees of a marriage settlement to 
determine whether the trust contained in the will dated the 19th of April, 
1890, of Tryphora Sutton for payment of the income of one third 
part of the testatrix’s residuary estate to the defendant E. 

utton had or had not determined. The facts of the case were as follow : 
By an indenture dated the 13th of April, 1897, beinga settlement executed 
on the marriage of the testatrix, then Tryphosa Wainwright, with John 
Sutton, the testatrix conveyed certain real estate to the trustees thereof in 
fee, upon trust to pay the income to herself daring her life, and after her 
decease “‘ in trust for all and every or such one or more exclusively of the 
other or others of the child or children, grandchildren, or other issue of 
the eaid Tryphosa Wainwright by the said John Sutton (such issue to be 
born in the lifetime of the said Tryphosa Wainwright) at such ages, days, 
or times, for such estates or interests, and if more than one in sach shares 
<a eatin, and with, under, and subject to such 


tions, and limitations, and in such manner as the said T. Wain t 
should by will appoint.’’ ‘Ths Temtat ote wOPYIVeH Ret Ruwemed ancrerecoted 





her will on the 19th of A 
clause: ‘* As to one equal 
Tryphosa Mary Miller, as to one other equal third part thereof in trust for 
my said daughter Jane Sutton, and as to the remaining one equal third 
part upon trust to invest the same in their names in manner hereinafter 


th and to the income thereof to said hter Harriet 
El ‘ x ef the Roman Catholic Church 


anticipation during any coverture and subject as aforesaid in trust as 
capital and income thereof for my said daughters, Mary Miller 
and Jane Sutton inequal shares.” The testatrix died in 1893, and about 


1895 Harriet became a member of a sisterhood, the income of her 
having been previously paid to her. 

Byrne, J., held that the appointment was not a fraud on the power, 
and was not void for remoteness, and in uence that Harriet’s share 
las .—Covunsst, Vaughan Hawkins; J.G. Wood; Dibdin. Sowicrrors, 

‘ainwright, Pollock, $ Co. ; Leefe $ Leefe ; Sandilands $ Co. 

[Reported by J. Anruvr Price, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


SIMMONS v. MALLING RURAL DISTRICT COUNCIL. Div. Court. Ist 
June. 


Locat Government—Pvustic Heatra—Rvurat Santrary Avrsonrry—Byrr- 
Law—Pvustic Heauru Acts, 1875, s. 157; 1890, s. 23. 


Case stated by justices of Kent. The appellant, the owner of a 
house at East , within the district ae Malling Rural 


fully constructing a cesspool 
pw Me of ions than 50ft. from the house, con 
district council. The bye-law was as follows: ** rE pence 
construct a 1 in connection with a building construct such 
cesspool at the distance of 50ft. at least from a dwelling-house or public 
building, or any building in which a person may be or may be intended 
to be employed in any manufacture, , ot business.’”” The public- 
house was an old building, and down to October, 1896, there were two 
cesspools constructed in connection with it at a distance of 3ft. from the 
house. One received the from a urinal and two closets, and the 
other received the sink water. 
notice from the inspector of nuisances, the ap 
pools to be filled up and converted the closets 
stituted one new cesspool into which the drainage from the sink and the 
urinal was carried. ‘The new — was 17ft. from the public-house. 
Owing to the size of the appellant’s property, this was the pos 
sible distance at which it could be constructed. The house was 
erected in a place which was not at the time of the of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, included in an urban sanitary , and it was erected 
many years before any order was made under section 276 of that Act ex- 
tending section 157 (which empowered the urban authorities to make - 
laws) to the respondents’ district. Section 157 had since been 
to the respondents’ district, and in 1895 the res ts made b ep 
including the one in question, which were duly allo by 
Government Board. Part 3 of the Public Health Act, 1890, had been 
adopted by the respondents. ‘The justices convicted the appellant sub, 
to this case. When the casecame on for argument before the Di 
Court it wus contended for the appellant (inter alia) that the bye- 

timated 

ven 


‘ 


ay 
4 ss 
sf 


ultra vires and unreasonable. The court thereupon in’ that i 
be well that notice of the gs should be gi to 
Government Board, and the case was adjourned for this to be 
case was subsequently re-argued, the Local Government 
represented by counsel, and at the conclusion of the arguments 
reserved judgment. 

Tuz Court (Waicut and Bruce, JJ.) dismissed SS 

Wauicut, J., said that on behalf of the appellant objecti 
been taken to the bye-law under which the proceedings in this 
been instituted. The first objection was that the bye-law 
to buildings which were in existence at the time when the 
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made. ‘The answer to that contention was that the of the bye- 
law was quite general. ee ea dae dee ae it 
formed one, was headed “* With respect to water earth closets, 


privies, ashpits, and cesspools in connection with buil 

parts of the bye-laws, where it was intended to restrict their 

new buildings, the expression “‘ new ” was used. 

therefore, no reason why the operation of this bye-law should 

Then it was said 

vires. The Public Health Act, 1875, s. 157, sub-section 

urban authorities to make bye-laws with respect to 

—~ ~ amma seid balldines and = 
ower might not to . 

y Pete fc Act, 1890, s. 33, urban authorities 

bye-laws as to certain matters which were 

and the section went on to say 

extended by the Act of 1890, might be 

erected before the times mentioned in 

sub-section 3, provided that the provisions 


i.¢., extended to old be 
rural authorities to make laws in 
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expressly authorized that to be done, the bye-law could not merely on that | R. E. Leman, 51, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W. ity . : ‘ . was 
ground be held to be unreasonable. Secondly, it was pointed out that in | J. M. Voss, 14, Bedford-row, W.C. . pie OSCR Ge Mg oe ee 
certain cases, of which this was one, 50ft. limit would produce great | W. Van Sommer, 13, New-inn, W.C. i " - 1010 6 
hardship. I¢ It was obvious that public convenience required some fixed | Thomson, Brooks, & Danby, 63, Cornbill, E. 0. ; . 5 5 0 
limit, and whatever the limit was some hard consequences might result. | G. L. Matthews, 9, Bush- lane, E.C om % 5 5 0 
The court could not say that 50ft., any more than 40ft. or 30ft., was an saan ae 

Dye “ 


limit. Thirdly, it was said that the 50ft. limit was un- 
reasonable because it would be destructive of property, because, in a case 
in which there was no sewage system and a cesspool was necessary, it 
would be impossible to make one if the extent of the property did not 
permit of its being 50ft. distant from the house. The answer to that was 
that, if there were already no cesspool, there would be no destruction of 
; and, if there were one, the owner was not obliged to move it. 

Lastiy, —_ suggested that the bye-law would tend to prevent the im- 
aw His lordship doubted very much whether the 
old the bye-law unreasonable on that ground, for the court 
was not in a position to say what was or was not for the puble interest in 

matters. The appeal must be dismissed. 

Braver, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Hohler and Joseph ; 
The Solicitor-General and H. Sutton; Macmorran, Q.c., and A. Gill. 
Soxicrrors, Routh, Stacey, § Castle, for Knocker, Knocker, § Holeroft, Seven- 
; Sharpe, Parker, Pritchards, ¢ Barham; Kays é Jones, for H, D. 
Wi Ides, West Malling. 

[Reported by F. O. Roptysox, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 
VICTORIA PENSION FUND. 


Amount acknowledged last week . 
Theo. Godlee, 21, Cannon-street, E. c. . ; 
C. H. Cuthbertson, 83, Colmore-row, Birmingham ‘ 
W. H. Dann, 155, Fenchurch- street, E.C. . > 
Norton & Howe, 15, Coo r-street, Manchester 
W. Renny, Portsmouth per A. W. Brain) 
E. L. Taylor, 1, King-street, Rochdale 
ay + ease, 4-5 5, OB 6, Great Bt, Helens, } E.C. 
m, 30 ge-row, ‘ 
F. Fitz Payne, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. ; 
Henry I. , BA, Leadenhall-street, E.C. 
Edgar Ban , 3, Serle-street, Lincoln’s- inn, W. C. 
Thos. F. Neig ‘bour, 30, Bedford-row, W.0. . 
Bannister, Williams, & Ram, 13, John-street, Bedford- -row, W.0. 
E. J. Barron, 55, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 
Taylor, Stileman, & Underwood, 15, Furnival’s inn, E.C. 
F. G. Mellows, 9,  Fenchurch- buildings, E 
Buxton, Ashton, & Son, 38, Sackville- he Pieoadilly, Ww. 
* M. M. Forbes, 7, Queen-street, Cheapside, E.C. ° 
W. Calley, 3, Old Serjeants’ -inn, ‘Chancery- lane, W.C. 
‘a Barrow 9, Lincoln’s-inn- fielde, W.C. ‘ » 
- D. Booth, ‘62, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 
. Black, 55 and 56, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
Hardisty, Rhodes, & Hardisty, 48, Gt. Marlborough- street, w. 
Spencer Chapman, 3. King’s Bench-walk, Temple, E.C. 
Lz Russ, 62, King William-street, E.C. é 
& Crouch, 4, Lancaster-place, Strand, W.C. 
& Christian, ‘A, Finsbury-circus, E.C 
Henry Drake, 24, Rood- lune, E.C. . 
8. ton Peed, 62, Sidney- street, Cambridge 
H. L. Bolton, 1, The Sanctuary, Westminster, S.W. 
C. Sanderson, 46, Queen Victoria-street, E.C 
Boulton, Sons, & Sandeman, 21a, Northampton-rquare, E.C. 
Boulton, 21, lng Maaesl-onoc aaa E.C. ‘ 
A. C. Edward-street, Macclesfield 
Arthur W. on "BC Gray’ s-inn-square, W.C. 
J. M. Sharpe, Ormond House, Great Trinity-Jane, E.C. 
G. D. 8. Otivant, 61 and 62, Gracechurch-strect, E.C. . 
F. G. Christopher, 33, Cornhill, E.C. 
W. H. Simpson (Simpson & Co. ), 6, Moorgate- street, E.C. 
T. 8. Berry, London County Council, Spring- ons, | 8. ae 
Bon, & Vardy, 56, Finsbury- -pavement, E.C. . 
H. H. Myer, 46 and 47, London-wall, E.C. 
Greenwood Greenwood, 12, Serjeants’-inn, Temple, E.C. 

, Bank-b buildings, Ludgate-circus, E.C. . 
Bridgman & Willcocks, 4, College-hill, Cannon- street, Bo. . 3 
OB Oat ee Smith, & Oo., 81, Cannon-street, E.C. , , 

St. Martin’ s-iane, W .C. ‘ 
» 15, King-street, Guildhall, Ec. . 
ble (Shepton, — & Co. “ Chesterfield 


"10, Westbourne-grove, Bayswater, W. 
Ward, Perks, & McKay, 85, Gracechurch-street, E.C. 
Chas. E. Harvey, 45, Fenchurch-street, aaa 
J.C. —e Pad . 0. Bestnghenta we. . 
nghall-street, E.C. . 
G. H. CO. Lea, A behurch House, Sherborne-lane. E.C. 
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Newman, Paynter, & Co., 1, Clement’s-i ‘inn, W.C. 
Chas. Jupp, 48, Lime-street, E.C. 

J.N. Joseph, 17, Finsbury -pavement, E.O. 
John Rogt, 58, Fenchurch-street, E.0. 
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LAW ASSOCIATION. 


A meeting of the directors was held at the Hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society, on Thursday, June 10th. The following being present—viz. : Mr. 
Horatio Brandon (chairman), Mr. Sidney Smith (treasurer), Mr. Charles 
Burt, Mr. T. D. Bolton, M.P., Mr. A.C. Cronin, Mr. S. J. Daw, Mr. H. ©, 
Nisbet, Mr. R. H. Peacock, Mr. A. Toovey, Mr. John Vallance, Mr. 
Spencer Whitehead, and Mr. Arthur Carpenter (secretary). The usual 
monthly business was transacted, and grants amounting to £85 were made 
in considered non-members’ cases. A resolution, moved by Mr. Daw and 
seconded by Mr. Burt, that in commemoration of the Diamond Jubilee 
year, a gift of £5 should be made to each of the present seventeen annui- 
tants from the association, was carzied unanimously. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery- lane, London, on Wednesday, 
June 9th, Mr. Henry Morten Cotton in the chair. The other directors 
present being Messrs. Grantham R. Dodd, Samuel Harris (Leicester), 
J. E. Gray Hill (Liverpool), J. H. Kays, F. Rowley Parker, Sidney Smith, 
R. W. Tweedie, F. T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of 
£490 was distributed in grants of relief; thirty new members were ad- 
mitted to the association ; and other general business transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours ExaMInaTIon. 

April 1897. 


At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 


Fest Oxass. 
[In order of Merit.) 
Epear Naraan Ricaarp Kann, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
William Moore Shirreff, of London. 


Szconp Cxass. 
{In Alphabetical Order. ] 

William Robert Evans, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
William Wynn Evans; and Mr. Thomas Parry Jones-Parry, both of 
Wrexham. 

Elliott Potton Jepps, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Bamford Slack, of the firm of "Messrs. Monro, Slack, & Co., of London. 

Hereward Reid Sharman, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Shar- 
man, Jackson, & Archer, of Wellingborough ; and Messrs. Russell-Cooke 
& Co., of London. 

William Ernest Crabtree White, B.A., who served his clerkship with 
Messrs. White, Borrett, & Co., of London. 


Turrp Cxass. 
{In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Charles Arnison, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Nathan 
Arnison, of Penrith ; and Messrs. Rooke & Sons, of London. 

Hugh Burns, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Watson, Newby, & 
Robson, of Stockton ; and Messrs. Cree & Son, of London. 

Barré Robert Machray Forbes, B.A., who served his clerkship with 
Messrs. O’Donoghue & Anson, of Bristol ; and Messrs Guscotte, Wadham, 
& Bradbury, of London. 

George Green, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Wall, of the 
firm of Messrs. Wall & James, of Stourbridge. 

Joseph Hibbert, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Hibbert & vee 
brook, of Hyde; and Messrz. Darbishire, Tatham, & Worthington, of 
Manchester. 

Charles Mackintosh, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Harwood, of the firm of Messrs. Harwood & Stephenson, of London. 

Frank Aubrey Stirk, B.A., LL.B., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Stirk, Brewer, & Stirk, of Wolverhampton. 

Henry Roderick Thompson, who served his clerkship with Mr. James 
Chapman Woods, of Swansea. 

Adrian Hubert Parez, who served his clerksbip with Mr. Adolphus 
Grimwood Taylor, of the firm of Messrs. Taylor, Simpson, & Mosley, of 
Derby ; and Messrs. Maudes & Tunnicliffe, of London. 

Thomas Thornton, who served his clerkship with Sir George Morrison 
(deceased) and My. John Harrison, both of Leeds. 

The council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books : 

To Mr. Kahn—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s- inu— 


| value about £10; the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 20 guineas; — 


and “The John Mackrell Prize ”—value about £12. 


The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 


and third 
Forty-one candidates gave notice for the examination. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Epwarp James Castiz, Q.0., has been appointed Recorder of 
Bristo], in the place of Mr. Arthur Ruscombe Poole, Q.C., deceased. 


Mr. H. F. Wiutson, M.A., barrister, has been appointed Legal Aesistant 
in the Colonial Department. 





GENERAL. 


It is stated that nearly 700 barristers have expresssed their intention of 
altending the service at St. Paul’s Cathedral on the 20th of June. 


On the 3rd inst. in the House of Commons, in answer to Sir H. Vincent, 


_the Attorney-General said that the rules under the Judicial Trustees Act 


were almost ready for issue. The object had been, as far as possible. to 
establish a system which shall not be costly, but it was difficult to utilize 
the supervision of the court without expense. 


The Globe says that in Sydney recently, on account of the great heat, 
the judge and barristers in the Appeal Court discarded their wigs, gowns, 
and bands. The thermometer stood then at 90deg.; and it was 
calculated that if it rose to 100deg. the court would only be able to 
administer ‘‘ bare ” justice. 

The treasurer and benchers of the Inner Temple will give a garden 
party to the members of the Inn and their friends on Tuesday. the 6th of 
July, from 4 until 7 o'clock, when their hall and gardens will both be 
open for the guests. The band of the Koyal Artillery will be present 
and will play in the gardens. Any member of the Inn may obtain a card 
to admit himself and two friends. Application for cards should be made 
at the treasurer’s office not later than Friday, the 25th inst. 


Lord Halsbury and Lord Herschell have issued an appeal on behalf of 
the Inns of Court Mission, which, with the support of members of the 
four societies of the Inner and Middle Temple, Lincoln’s-inn, and Gray’s- 
inn, is on the point of being established, on the general lines of the 
Oxford House, in the very poor district around St. Martin’s-in-the-Fields. 
It will be worked by a resident clergyman as warden, assisted by lay 
members of the Inns of Court. The mission has the sanction of the 
Bishop of London, andthe approval and concurrence of the several clergy 
within whose parishes it will be carried on. The warden is the Rev. H. 
G. D. Latham. 


New Zealand, says the St. James's Gazette, is still showing the way in the 
emancipation of woman. The mail just received announces that ‘‘ Miss 
Ethel Rebecca Benjamin, LL.B., had been admitted by Mr. Justice 
Williams as a barrister and solicitor of the Supreme Court of New 
Zealand.”’ So that, on the heels of the lady mayor, the female voter, &c., 
comes the lady lawyer. In New Zealand the ordinary branches of the 
legal profession are amalgamated, which accounts for the phraseology of 
the foregoing announcement. Miss Benjamin is, it is stated, the firet 
lady duly admitted to practise in our colonial courts. 


On the 4th inst. there came before Mr. Justice Grantham a case in 
which an order had been made at chambers by a master that the cause 
should be entered in the short cause list. The learned judge said that it 
was a most extraordinary thing that such an order should have been made. 
There was no short cavre list. Two years ago the judges thought it 
desirable that there should be a short cause list, but the opinion was never 
acted upon. There was a list for actions set down for trial under Order 
XIV., but that was a totally different thing from the short cause list. 


Chauncey M. Depew, says the Albany Law Journal, was among the 
speakers at the first annual banquet of the Westchester (N. Y.) Bar 
Association, and told the following story: ‘‘I was attorney for the 
Harlem Railroad a long time ago. We had run down a farmer, paralyzed 
him, and killed histeam. I expected the verdict would be 10,000 dollars. 
It was 700 dollars. I was astonished. Next day the foreman of the jury 
came into my office. I recognized him at once as an active politician, 
whom Robertson and Jim Husted and I had always used on critical 
occasions. ‘Chauncey,’ said he, ‘those galoots wanted a verdict of 
4,000 dollars. I stuck out till we got 700 dollars. What do you think 
of a pass for five years?’ Then I knew that trial by jury was the 
palladium of our liberties.’’ 


The causes set down for trial in the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division during the forthcoming sittings will be taken in the following 
order: Undefended Matrimonial causes and Probate and Matrimonial 
causes for hearing before the court itself wilt be taken on Tuesday, the 
15th of June, and following days until Monday, the 28th of June, inclu- 
sive, commencing with the undefended list. The defended list will be 
resumed, if necessary, after the special juries if they are finished before 
the 20th of July. Special jury causes will be taken on Tuesday, the 
29th of June, and following days until Saturday, the 17th of July, inclu- 
tive. Common jury causes will be taken on and after Tuesday. the 20th 
of July. Divisional Court.—Tuesdays, the 6th of July and the 3rd of 
August. Supplemental lists will be published from time to time, and 
three days’ notice will be given when such lists will be proceeded with. 
Summonses before the judge in chambers will be heard at 11 a.m., and 
motions in court at 12 noon on Monday, the 28th of June, and on each 
succeeding Monday. Summonses before the i will be heard at 
the Probate Registry, Somerset House, on every Tuesday and Friday, at 
11.30 a.m. All papers for motions on Mondays must be left in the Con- 
tentious Department of the Principal Probate Registry, at Somerset 
House, before 2 p.m., on the preceding Wednesday. 




















COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoistaars mr ATTENDANCE oN 


Date Apprat Court Mr, Justice Mr. Justice © 
P No. 2. Norra. Sria.ixe. 
Mr. Godfrey Mr. Lavie Mr. Leach 
Rolt Pugh Beal 
Godfrey Lavie Leach 
Roalt Pugh Beal 
Godfrey Lavie Leach 
Kolt Pugh Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn. Rouse. Brass. 
Mr. Ward Mr. Farmer Mr. Carrington 
y Pemberton King Jackson 
Ward Farmer Carrington 
ursda’ Pemberton King Jackson 
ORE sn cininsssiitiscivisentiens 18 Ward Fariner Carrington 
Saturday . 19 Pemberton King Jackson 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters ry Cuampers vor Triniry Srrrines, 1897. 

A to F—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Muster Kaye; Tuesdays, 
Thursdave, and Saturdays, Master Pollock. 

G to N—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Butler; Tues- 
days, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Walton. 

O to Z—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Archibald ; Tues- 
Gays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Man!ey Smitb. 


A to F—A)I applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Johnson are to be made returnable before him in his own Room, 
No. 110, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays until the 
26th of June, from that date all applications by summons or otherwise in 
actions assigned to Master Johnson will be made returnable before the 
masters of this Division. 

G to N—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
Master Macdonell are to be made returnable before him in his own Room, 
No. 183, at 11.30 a.m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays until the 
10th of July. On and after the 12th of July, all applications by summons 
or otherwise in actions to Master Macdonell will be made 
returnable before the masters of this Division. 

O to Z—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
Master Wilberforce are to made returnable before him in his own 
Room, No. 179, at 11.30 a.m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. 

The parties are to meet in the ante-room of Masters’ Chambers, 
the summonses will be inserted in the printed list for the day after the 
summonses to be heard before the master sitting in chambers, and will be 
called over by the attendant on the respective rooms for a first and second 
time at 11.30, and will be dealt with by the master in the same manner as 
if they were returnable at chambers. By Oxper or tHe Masrens. 








WARNING TO apy ons Poy rnd fe oe ora Lesszrs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars. (Established 21 years.)—[Apvr.] 


—— ——— 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


June 14.—Mr. Erxest Owens, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold Ground-rent of £60 per 
: icitor, " -, Tem to £581. 63, or 
annum ; Solicitor, E. Bevir, Esq., ple. Rverion to tint, gentletan aged 4 


on December 31, 1905 35 
Baipewarer, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
Messrs. Cronin, & 








Sons, London, (See advertisement this Ley 
June 15.—Messrs. Desenuam, Tewson, Fa: 


Family Freehold Residence at Hampstead ; Cronin, 

Lantve. Lansuhela Residence at Hyde Park ; +" , & 

Sweet, of Lo and Messrs. Butler & Wilkinson, of St. Neots. at 
eshunt, Herts, of about 118 acres, with 5 Gelicttern, Bene. Weanen, Mus- 

ton, & Miller, of London. And at Bayswater ; 

W.A. p & London. ( May 29, p. 3.) 

June 15.—Messrs. Humbert, Gow, & Saws, at Ge Mest, £4 8 pan, Beectald Property of 
over 600 acres, with eee ‘ &0o., 
eee: Jone Lenton und Leasehold Tan ; Solicitors, 

R. 8. Taylor, Son, & Humbert, aye ay Co., and Messrs. Mason & Co., all 
of . vertisements, May 

June 15. Meer E. eae vat ibe Queen's Hotel, bet 
1 hare ens. allot London) ‘also at ® p-tn., 18 Leasehold Houses at Holloway ; and 
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4 Biaxett, Ricuanpv, Burgess Hill, Sussex July9 Palmer, Queen Vicioria st 
fi ftt I tl man Bo. , ’ ’ , 
= ee R. Taylor, Exp Lan A = os oon Bracxsvex, Exvizasets, Leeds July1 Dawson &Chapman, Leeds 
To one-eighth of h of » Trost Fund, value £15,000 ; lady aged 64. Solicitors, Messrs. | Br aixtock, Ex1zaseTH, Harrogate, York June 20 Gill, Knaresborough 
0. : 
To a Moiety of £1 £16,000 ; lady Cem 57, Se gentleman aged 24 survives her. | Bownixc, Eowtx, Hove, Sussex June 39 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 
ee , A. Riley, Esq., Blackb: Brirrox, Gronos, Bolsover st, Builder’s Foreman July 1 Ward, Exeter 


For £1,000, £1,000, £600, £500, £300, and £300, in leading Offices. pa 
Messrs. Taplin, Tasler, & Joseph, a C. H, A. Reece, Esq., of London; J. J. 
9 } arrange Esq., of Deal; and Messrs. Dransfield & Hodgkinson, of 


Pep 
SHARES, _— “(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 
June 18. = Mesers. Eow ix Fox & Bousrigxp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. 


LIFE 

For A 000, life aged 50. Solicitor, J. G. Jackman, Esq., London. 
REVERSION : 

To £760; lady aged 59. Solicitors, Messrs. Barraud & Jupp, London. 
POLICIES : 


For £1.000, with bonus additions £646; gentleman aged 75. Also Policy for 
£1,200, with bonus additions £303; on tame life. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Crowders & Vizard, London 

NEW RIVER SHARES: Solicitors, Messrs. Berridge & Sons, Leicester; and 

Messrs. Fry & Hudson, of London. (See advertisements, this week, p. 3.) 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetle.—Fripay, June 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liairep m CHaxcerry. 


Anona Syxpicate, Liuitrp—Creditors are required, on or before July 17, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Gabriel Goodman 
Walter Hayward, Albert mansions, 49, Queen Victoria st Phillips & Co, Sherborne 
lane, solors for liquidator 

Baetts Stamvixo Co, Lim:rep—Creditors are required, on or before July 5, to send in 

heir names and addresses, and particulars of their debts and claims, to Mr Elkanah 
a Sharp, 120, Colmore row, Birmingham Hughes & Mason, Coventry, solors 
to liquidator 

Baice & Co, Liurren—Creditors are required, on or before June 28, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr George Ashdown, 56, 
ha Le Braszeur & Oakley, New ct, agents for Stone & Co, Bath, solors for 

iquidators 

Gorpoyx Boot Mayvracturtxe Co, Liuutren—Creditors are c— on or before July 6, 
to send in their names and addresses to Reg. Tayler, — ycombe 

Ripeene, yrs Cuantorre West, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 2, 

heard on June 16 Wyatt &°Co, 5 & 6, Clement’s inn, Strand, solor for 

petner Noties of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
fternoon of June 15 

Sauiesuny Murcuisox Gotp Mixer, Lonrtep (1x Votuntary Liqurpation)—Creditors are 

on or before July 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 

claims, to Herbert Alfred Deed, 1, Gresham bldgs William Webb, 


Srocx Excuayar Acrxcy, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, gery May 31, directed to 
be heard on June 16 Stacpoole & Co, Pinners’ Hall, Old Broad st, solors for petner 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of June 15 
London Gazette.—Turspay, June 8. 
JOINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 
Lonrep m CHancrry. 

Feperatep Mixes Paosrectixe axp Frxaxce Co, Laxrrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before July 9, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to to Will illiam Joseph Pattison. 6, Drapers’ gardens T Hick, solor to liquidator 

James Cricutox & Co, Limirep (1s Liquipatiox)—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

to Mr W a Kallend, 6, Waveney avenue, Peckham Rye Stones & Co, Finsbury circus, 
pod to liquidator 

Mirus Macuixz Coorrrace Co, Liurren—Creditors are required, on or before July 20, to 

their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Sneath, 44, Gresham st Druces & Attlee, — eq, solors for liquidator 

Moreax, Moturs, & Co, Lrarrezp—Cred , on or before July 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the mavtiauiats €f thelr debi cr claims, to Mx Réwin 

Herbert , 14, Osborne rd, Southsea King, outh, so 

New Austix Gop Mixes, Lor ep—Creditors required, on or before July 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the outlines of their debts or claims, to ‘Mr John 

Somervail, 23, College hill Davidson & Morriss, Queen Victoria st, solors to 





Patent Wine Wove Warenrroor Roortne Co, +. for winding up, presented 
May 24, directed to be heard on Wednesday, J une 16 Ward & Co, Gracechurch s 
solors Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of June 15 

Wanerry Crcir kane ninG Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or bevore J oy 
17, to send their names addresses, and the a of their debts or claims, to 

{ Ebenezer John Bradley, Compton House, Sandon rd, Edgbaston, Birmingham 

k FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

; Currnorrs Fesxate Friexpiy Society, Peacock Inn, Cutthorpe, Derby June 2 

Werepox Worxixse Men’s Bexerit Society, Duke William Inn, Upper Weedon, 

Northampton June 2 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
{ Last Day or Cram. 
{ London Gasette.—Tursvar, May 25. 
{ Bacow. Faxpericr, Goveh Canfield, Essex, Seater June 23 Randall v Clark, North, 
i Sowseie en Ba aster las, Destenr Lanes June 22 Newton vy Cu Registrar, 
I ’ ’ v Curran, 
Beets Totes, Warrington 
} London Gasette.—Fuivay, May 28. 
; Lewis, Exizanetn, Cardiff, Tobacconist June15 Hewlett v Lewis, Stirling, J Lewis, 


| Bamace, Joun ye stati —_ Spinster June18 Clemowvy 
| Myonves, ‘hdiiee, Gubtieaten, Oxford, Farmer July2 Judge v Nichola Phillips, 


' UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszette.—Turspar, May 25. 
Batiamy, Constance Mauve, Llandudno June#4 Chamberlain & Johnson, Llandudno 





Browye, Sanan Hareison,Canterbury July 6 Maylam, Canterbury 

Brysoy, Witu1am, Highbury July1 Wedlake, Station rd, Finsbury Park 

Buckxuigy, Caartes James, 8t Lawrence, I T, Kent, Beer Retailer July6 Mercer & 
Whiteh , Ramsgate 


Carr, Evizapern Many, Dover July1 ES Carr & Scott, High Holborn 

Cass, Wrtt1am Raoapes, Great Ouseburn, York July1 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 
Cuarmay, Joux, Kingston upon Hull, Clerk July 15 Shackles & Duukerly, Hull 
Cursrer, Witu1am, Birmingham July 1 Reece & Harris, Birmingham 

Crank, Emma, Cheltenham Junei19 Ley & Co, Cheltenham 

Crarxe, Wiiu1am, Birmingham, Beer Retailer J Hargreave, Birmingham 

Cocnraxe, Ex1za, King’s Lynn, Norfolk June 11 Jarvis & Morgan, King's Lynn 
Cones, Spee Witiiam, Manchester, Engineer July 6 Addleshaw & Co, Man- 


¢ r 
ee Seen Small Heath, Birmingham June 21 Fallows & Cochrane, Bir- 
m 


Deas Susanna, Ealing July7 Sewell & Co, Old Broad st 

Ewvayk, Exizaseta Bryay, South Norwood July 1 Wood, Finsbury cres 

Facan, Joun Fevram, East Dulwich July 6 O'Keefe & Lynch, Dublin 

Foster, Hzeatoy, Hornsea, York July 15 Shackles & Dunkerly, Hull 

Gansipe, James, Huddersfield, Publican June14 Wilmshurst & Stones, Huddersfield 


eae | om Grorce Sawiez, RN, Raleigh, nr Honiton, Devon June 30 Stamp & 
oniton 
Harpuay, Waker, Radcliffe, Lancs, Manufacturing Chemist June 30 Alfred Grundy 
& Co, Manchester 
Hee.is, Joux, Pendleton, nr Manchest June 25 Slater & Co, Manchester 


Hover, Axex, Penarth, Cardiff June 30 Kearsey & Co, Old Jewry 


Horman-Fisuer, Miss Exizasernu, Caister on Sea, Norfolk June2i Fisher & Fisher, 
Old Queen st, Westmins 
Jackson, Faeperick, Birmingham July1 Bloxham & Co, Birmingham 


Jacoss, Harriet, Racuet Jacops, and Jutia Jacons, Bath July1 Reece & Harris, 
Kay, the Rt fon Sir Epwarp Esenrzzr, Hyde Park grdns June12 Upton &Co, Austin 


Lawrence, Georce, Leyton, Essex June 30 Ford & Ford, The Outer Temple, Strand 

Leicutow, Sir Batpwix, Loton Park, Salop, Bart June 24 Marston & Sons, Ludlow 

Lorp, Fayxy Lucy, Blackpool June 23 Read, Blackpool 

Lorp, James, Lytham, Lancs June 23 Read, Blackpool 

Marsuat, Exiza, Padiham, Lancs June 25 Easthams & Holme, Clitheroe 

Novurssz, Hewry, Villiers pl, Piccadilly July1 Wansey & Co, Moorgate st 

Panrxrxson, Hewny, Stretford, Lancs June30 R Hankinson & Son, Manchester 

Parwe.i, Jonn Cozens, Chichester, Solicitor June 30 Edgcombe & Co, Southsea 

Pitxixeton, Atrrep, Blackpool June 25 Slater & Co, Manchester 

Sune. omen Cuart, Gloucester terrace, Hyde Park June25 Taylor, Lincoln's inn 
ie! 


Price, Ricnarp, Darlaston, Brick Manufacturer June 24 Slater & Co, Darlaston 
Raypat., Josern, Hertford June1s8 Spence & Co, Hertford 

Sxowpex, Josepn, Bingley, York July7 Weatherhead & Knowles, Bingley 
Sroxes, Ricuarp, Oving, Sussex June 30 Edgcombe & Co, Southsea 

Wesrtony, Tuomas, Barrow-on-Humber July 5 Goy & Cross, Barton on Humber 
Wit.1ams, Joun, Tredegar, Mon Julyi Shepard, Tredegar 

Worratt, Emutty, Birmingham, Bookbinder July7 Lane & Co, Birmingham 





London Gazette.—Faipay, May 28. 
Aprananms, Aanoy, Sheffield, Shoe Closer July 9 Eaton, Sheffield 
Avpver, Roperr Hucues, Chertsey, Surrey July 1 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset st, 


Portman sq 
Ayprews, Joux, Wickwar, Gloucester, Carpenter June 30 Trenfield, Wickwar 
Annet, Isane., New Cross June 28 Horne & Birkett, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Be.t, Evtzaseru, Garston, Lancs June 30 Rudd, Liverpool 
Benrcer, Eusty, Brighton June2i Cox & Lafone, Salters’ Hall court 
Buarxiock, Asn Exizasetu, Harrogate, York June20 Gill, Knaresborough 
Bonp, Mary, Southport June 30 Fletcher & Fletcher, Southport 
Boot, Tuomas, Derby June 26 Hobson, Derby 
Bovuttsgz, Caantotre Axwa, Lyndhurst, Hants July1 Twist & Sons, Coventry 
Bowker, Jon, Manchester July 14 Addleshaw & Co, Manchester 
Broster, Wiii1am, Leek, Stafford, Silk Manufacturer August1 Hacker & Allen, Leek 
Brows, Samuvet, Brinsworth, nr Sheffield June 25 Fisher, Huddersfield 
Burgueicu, Many Exzy, Brighton June 30 Wragg, Gt St Helen’s 
Crowes, Axx, Leek, Stafford Augi1 Allen, Leek 
Crancu, Joux, Kingsbridge, Devon, Boot Dealer June 30 Square & Son, Kingsbridge 
Cutium, Lucy, Ipswich June24 Kersey, Ipswich 
Davis, Mary Axw, Gower pl, 8t Pancras July 10 Hughes & Aston, Edgware rd 
Dawns, Wasseey Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, Architect June 30 Vaudrey, 


noe Tuomas Micuazt, Glossop, Derby June 20 Ellison, Hollingworth, or 


Faas, Moses, Liverpool, Furniture Dealer June 30 Rudd, Liverpool 
Gaaname, Joun, Berwick upon Tweed, Merchant June 25 JC & R Weddell, Berwick 


Hay, Thonn, Cheltenham June 30 Ticehurst & Sons, Cheltenham 

Hazgt, Jouy, Littleport, Cambridge, Labourer July 5 Batchelor & Cousins, Walbrook 
Heron, Exizazeru, Manley Hall, nr Frodsham, Chester July 1 Birch & Co, Chester 
Hixpz, Evces, Lancaster July 1 Upton & Co, Austin Friars 

Hopes, Sanau, Plymouth June 30 Hawken, Plymouth 

Hvrcutsoy, Exizavets, Norton, Derby June30 Wightman & Parker, Sheffield 


Bane 


Bast’ 
Bunni 


Cuar: 
B 
Crust 
P 
Couu 
Coox, 
v 
Coors 
m 
Dixoy 
P 
Eastv 
M 
Frast 
P 
Farnc 
m 
Gaxsi 
0 
Hanp: 
re 
Hayp 
M 
Hest 
Bi 
Herw 
i 


Hut, 











fan- 


Bir- 


ield 
ap & 


indy 


sher, 


Tris, 
astin 


nd 


s inn 


ot st, 


drey, 


l, oF 


rook 





June 12, 1897. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





(Vol, 41.) 565 _ 








Issensox, Groncx Dyson, Halifax, Innkeeper July$ Piercy, Huddersfield 

Jouxstox, Hexny Wix11am, Preston, Lancs June 26 Breakell, Preston 

Kewr, Susan, Petersfield, Hants June 24 Booty & Bayliffe, Raymond bldgs 
Esrwoetz, Witram Dar, Kingston upon Hull, Sculptor July 5 Winter & Henson, 


Lewis, Samvet, Bryncoch, Glamorgan June 23 Randall & Cay, Bridgend 

Logp, Samvet, Radcliffe June 18 Mather, Bolton 

Lows, Epwarp, Radcliffe, Lancs July7 Grundy & Co, Manchester 

Matruews, Hewny, Sidcup, Kent July 31 Roberts & Wrightson, Basinghall st 
Bocas, Meas, West Cowes, lof W, Tailor June 24 Elgood & Moyle, Lincoln's inn 


PaRKER, Sanan, Pinchbeck, Lincoln June 26 Calthrop & Bonner, Spalding 

Psince, Percrva Symons, Croydon July 1 Cooper, Croydon 

PursseL., Atrrep, St Michael’s alley, Cornhill July 15 Chamberlain, Finsbury sq 
Ricuarpson, Josern, Workington, Farmer Augil Thompson, Workington 

Roczrs, Davip, Tufnell Park rd June 30 Keene & Co, Seething lane 

ScratcuLey, Antruur, Brondesbury, Barrister July 15 Scratchley, Victoria st 

Suart, Exizapetu, St Mary, Lincoln June9 Waite & Co, Boston 

Sarezs, Basecnere ceeeaetee, Baroness, Grosvenor grdms June 24 Freshfields & 


Tanner, Rosert, Tetbury, Glos June 24 Habgood, Stoke Newington rd 
Tancett, CaTHentne, Hadleigh, Suffolk July1 Wansey & Co, Moorgate st 
Tuowas, Joun, Ynyspenllwch, Glamorgan, Timber Merchant June 10 Jones, Swansea 
TaonweLy, Eowarp, Rye, Sussex July 2 Thornely & Cameron, Liverpool 
Uxwix, Fraxces Matiipa, Edgware rd July 1 Pontifex & Co, St Andrew st, Holborn 
Watxen, H ENRIETTA JANE, Folkestone July 24 Booty & Bayliffe, Raymond bldgs 
Wuite, Ans Coarzs, Rochdale July 14 Brierley & Hudson, Rochdale 
Wuirenovss, Josrrx, Handsworth, Staffs, Cashier July 7 Canning & Canning, Bir- 
“S., Rosert Bexye.u, Stokenchurch, Bucks, Farmer June1lS Nevilie & Co, 
Finsbury circus 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, June 1. 
Arwirace, Hannan, Huddersfield July 1 Bottomley, Huddersfield 
Bickers, Emanvgt, Dewsbury, Yorks, Cabinet Maker June 29 Blakeley & Clough, 
Dewsbury 





Busser, Evizase Tu, Moseley June 30 Hooper & Ryland, Birmingham 

Bretox, Acnzs Apg.arpe, Southsea July 15 Douglas & Co, Portsmouth 

Brown, Jounx, West Bridgford, Notts, Warehouseman July1 Day, Nottingham 
Evans, James, Liverpool, Coach Builder Augi TJ Smith & Son, Liverpool 

Fraencu, Ronsat Percy, Lower Grosvenor pl July15 Gadsden & Treherne, Bedford p! | 
Forses, Mary, Kensington June 30 Bentwich & Co, Guildhall yard 

Gagvanp, Joszern Surra, Warrington June 30 Longland, Warrington 

Gara, Taomas, Sidcup, Kent June 30 Marchant, King’s Bench walk, Temple 
Greex, Hexry, Darwen, Lancs Aug? Costeker, Darwen 

Hatt, Exiza, Stanhope st, Regent’s park July1 Wyman, Peterborough 

Hawmenrox, Mary Wiaox, Altrincham, Chester June 30 Cooper & Sons, Manchester 
Hanss.i, Evizasers, Scarborough, Milliner July10 Tate & Co, Scarborough 

Hoapty, Lity Laverack, Dover June27 Griffith & Gardiner, Old Serjeants’ inn 

Hunt, Evizasers, Watford, Herts July 31 Sedgwick & Co, Watford 

Joyce, Janez, Billington, Bedford, Farmer July 3 Verey, Bedford 

a Ricuarp Leacs, Forstal, ar Herne Bay, Kent, Licensed Victualler June 30 


ones, Bay 
Kenspy, Cuaztes Haraison, St Leonards,Sussex July 15 Seagrove & Woods, Chancery 


Kerssaw, Jonux, Oldham June28 Garside, Oldham 
Massinepexp, Eutty Carouixg Lanetox, Lincoln July 15 Skewes-Cox & Co, Lancaster 


Masten Jouw Hanny, Lancaster rd, Belsize pk July 10 Radeliffe & Co, Craven st 
Mevworrts, Artuavua, Clapham July1 Chatterton, Blomfield st 

Mircue.t, James, Sudbury, Suffolk July 12 Pennington & Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Ouprorp, Eowix, Leeds July 1 Bowling & Sons, Leeds 

Orriey, The Rev Fraycis Jou, Leicester June 30 Bevan & King, Chancery ln 


| Prococx, Cuarzs, Cheltenham, Solicitor July7 Johnsons & Co, Birmingham 


Rerve, Colonel Jonx, Leadenham, Lincoln: July1 Meredith & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
Ruopss, Hersert, Stalybridge, Chester July1 Gartside, Manchester 

Scauzs, Janz, Northampton July6 Parkin & Co, Doncaster 

Tayzor, Witi14m, West Ham, Sussex July 24 Bell & Co, Gt Trinity in 

Tomas, James Epwarp, Bristol, Carriage Proprietor June 30 Burford, Bristol 
Usicume, Tuomas, Headcorn, Kent, Surgeon June 24 Stephens & Son, Chatham 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


Reeve, Joun, Gedney, samm, Farmer King’s Lynn Pot , Fexwicx, Tuomas Hexny, West 
May 31 ¢ dati: oiner J ; I Hotel West arpool 


Ord May 31 J June 15 at 5.15 Royal 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 4. Booms, Sowane, eewey, Carpet Dealer High Court | | Sronae, Rosert Fosrer, Hevetes, Pena June ll at 11 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Basrett, Sanan, Gt Driffield, York, Grocer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet June1 Ord June i 
Bantiett, Henry Jounn Woopsuay, and James WILLcock 


Pet May 14 Ord June 2 


Bancuay, Leadenhall st, Shipbrokers High Court aa... ~~ pet Jans? Ord _Cunwall, Harness Gonz, omens, Winning 


Pet April9 Ord June 1 


Byrnixcron, Freperic Frawx, and Micnar. Roserr | Cee igh owt be x 1» ard 


Boss, Grafton st, New Bond st, Picture Dealers High 
Court Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

Cuaruax, W H, Queen Victoria st, Manufacturer’s Agent | une 1 
High ‘Court’ ym April 28 Ord June 1 

Crustex, Mary Janz, sentation, Draper Stockport | Pet Ma 
Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

Cotuixs, WiiL1aM, Pensnett, Stafford, sare Victualler 
Stourbridge Pet May 27 Ord May 

Coox, Wittiam, Wolverhampton, _*_ Agent 
Wolverhampton PetJunei Ord Junel 

Coorzr, James Cuarves, Paignton, nr Torquay, School- 
master High Court Pet May5 Ord June i 

Dixox, Josgpn Witu1am, Darlington, Riveter Stockton Ord May 
on Tees Pet Junel Ord Junel 

Eames, Sanau, Abergavenny, Tailor’s Outfitter Tredegar 
Pet May 19 Ord June 2 

Eastwoop, Marrsa, Doncaster, Yorks Sheffield Pet 
May 31 Ord May 31 

Fraser, ‘'uomas, Bawpet, Mon, Builder Newport, Mon Pet 
Pet Juve 1 Ord Junel 


Mayi1 Ord Junel 


Pet June2 Ord June 2 


May 31 Ord May 


Sournwoop, Ricuargp, Torquay, General Dealer Exeter | Hazton, 
31 Ord May 31 mission 
| Stewart, Wituiam Scorr, Aldershot Guildford Pet 
Liverpool Hastings Pet May 15 Ord 
| Tausort, James Henry, Syston, Leicester, Baker Leicester 
d Appl Hi — ft 3 ho 

Tuomas, Groncs eby, Solicitor Kendal Pet May 31 OWARD, Jonx 

‘eee ne . at 12° Off Heo, 
adoc Pet June 2 Ord June 2 at12.30 Off Rec, 1 
Taorr, James W. m, Oxford, Brewer’s Traveller Ox- | McConxat, Auvax, Sowerby 
ford Pet June 2. Ord June 2 12 at 11 Of Res, Townhall chm 
Watrers, Davip, Lsnelly. Boot Dealer Carmarthen — reece en 


Westiake, THomas, Gould nrPlymouth Plymouth Pet Pans, “Jenn, Balham, 


Roserts, Ricuarp Jouy, Barrow in am, Tobacconist Fisner, Witt1am, Wolverhampton June 14 at 11.30 Off 
Ulverston Pet June2 Ord Jun 
Surpson, Cuares, Bilston, Staffs, oor Wolverhampton | | Fysu, Herpert WIittian, 


Norfolk, Miller June 
orwich 
Grocer June 16 at3 
Hatter June 15 at 4.45 


12 at 12.30 Off Ree, 8, 


Gainveox, Acan, West 
me Hardware Mer- 1  e West 


Surra, Wiitiam A: Walsall *Waleall > 1 | Gaivvry, Geran FxaTHERsTong, Cross, Insurance 
om, | poe aM ALBERT, a Jane RIFF a neil meee Ga Gmer a 
pert STAFFORD, avenue, Com- 
Agent June 14 at prrnretienssy bidgs, 


Carey st 
Hepworrs, Waneegs nase, > eal, sod 
pe ng 7 J une 28 
Hewitt, Henry, Southrepps, Norfolk, Farmer June 12 
Off Norwich 


Toone, Winston, Capel Garmon, palin, Quarryman | JENNINGS, ey Leicester, —~ % Merchant June 15 
vein pote, 
> 


Chemist June 
= June 11 atl 
Balham, Builder June 11 at 11.30 24, Rail- 








Farncu, Cuartes Francis, Stratford, Essex, Hay Sales- | May 31 Ord May 3: y app, London bridge 
man High Court Pet June2 Ord Juue 2 re Witxison, Joun , 2 Hayton, Qambeciaad, Tan- Panay, Davi, Grazier June 12 at 11.30 
Gaxsipr, Wituiam, Blackburn Blackburn’ Pet June 2 eeper Carlisle Pet June 1 White Li - J 
Ord June 2 Wivxixsox, Josern WILLIAM, Sedgefield , Durham, Builder | Pexoxuty, Ricnanp, Edmonton, Nurseryman June 
Hanpixe, Daviv, Teddington, Builder Kingston, Surrey tonon Tees Pet May 31 Ord May 31 tt od. 11.30 Of , 95, Temple chambers, Temple 


Pet June 1 Ord June 1 

Haypox, WituiaM eae Bedford, Draper Bedford Pet 
May 29 Ord May 

Heusuau., Hucu = hall Cuanves, Conisborough, York, | Pet 
Sicklesmith Sheffield PetJune1 Ord June 1 

Herworrn, Wittiam Epear, Biland, Yorks, Confectioner | 
Halifax Pet May 31 Ord Ma: | 

Hitt, Hearacore Heyny, Derby, Blacksmith Derby Pet 
Junel Ord June 2 

Ho.tiwsueap, THomas, Church “tT Cheshire, Builder 
Nantwich Pet May3i Ord May 31 

Horwitz, Anruur Jusivs, and Louis Jouw Horwitz, 

igh Holborn, Jewellers’ Sundrymen High Court Pet 

May 81 Ord May 31 


‘et June 1 Ord June 1 


| Nicnots, Roperr, 


Wius, Cuartes Joun, Chelte: 
| Wirsox, Tuomas, Darwen, Lancs, Boot Dealer Blackburn 
May 14 Ord June 2 
Woops, Jonn Joszrn, Great 
Grimsby Pet May 31 Ord May 
RECEIVING Braco: « RESCINDED. 
Northam, 
Farmer oo aay Ord Feb8 Resc May 22 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ham, Chemist Cheltenham 


Pint, Os Osveat, Manchester, Manufacturer's Agent June 
at 3.30 Of Reo, st, Manchester 

Pacman Ricwarp, and Faayx Matrasw Ex.is Piais- 

rows, Southwark, Hop Merchants June 11 at3.w 


Bankruptcy st 
Rosests, Davin, ~~, oe June liatil Bank- 
bidgs, Carey st 


ruptcy 

Snomxsos, Eowarp, Armley, Leeds June i6atil Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Sairu, ALBERT, Aspley Guise, Bedford, Painter June 11 at 
11.30 Off Rec, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Sg Tp haga June 17 


Lo Skipper. Great 


ptonshire, 


Sournwoop, Ricnarp, 
Ont Rec, 13, 





A..isoy, Jony Henry Sicsworrn, and Curusert Pousper, pee Li J ere at 12.30 Young & 
Huspanps, Atzenrr, Apegwyet, Glam, Grocer Cardiff Hartlepool, Joiners J 5 one ooeer'h rereol “a 


Pet Junel Ord Jun West Harti 


ampton Pet May 31 Od May3 

MoCoxwat, Atay, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Chemist Hali- 
fax Pet May 22 Ord June2 

Masvet, Ropert, Southsea, nr Wrexham Wrexham Pet Boss, 


Junel Ord June 1 Gzafton st, New 


l4atll 
June 1 


Mans, Jous, Pontypridd Pontypridd Pet May18 Ord | Carrer, ALraep, Thetford, ard June 28 at 11.30 Off | Baverr, Wattam, 
Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 


monger Neath Pet June2 Ord June 2 


Moxcas, Joun Hewny, Taibach, Port Talbot, Glam, Fish- | Cama, ARTHOR, Cherry Orchard, Worcester ame 12 at | Banrert, Saran, Gt 
11.30 


Off Ree, 45, 


Nvcent, Janzs Frepenick, Victoria st, Westminster High | Connick, Vatow ry Vaie, Tot Colli: z June 16 amy et oe 


Court Pet May 11 Ord June 2 atlz 65, Hig! 


une 15 at 3.50 Royal Hotel, 


Lovets, Tuomas Wellingborough, Tieshatalits North- | Barner, Witi1aM Corwetivs, Wi Prince of 
’ . 8, Warrington, Wire Mattress 
Maker July 9 at 10.50 Court house, Upper Bank st, Wess, hasan: San Be 


‘a 
| Burarnerox, Frepertc Frawx, and Micuar. Roperr 


Waits, Auraep cotton Carnarvon, Plumber June 16 at 


Samuvet Huxres, Norwich, Norfolk June 
12 atl Om Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Dairyman Poole Pet 
York, Grocer Kingston 


upon Hull Pet Junel Ord Janel 
dca KMssex, Builder High Court 


Sean Dentens June 


April 47 Ord’ May 31 
en st, Worceste 


Ord Ma: 
Perrescitt, Janus, Watling st, Solicitor’ High Court | Durem, tome 1D, ct nyt bs Al Stationer “June 14 Basstow, dons, Guildford, — Guildford Pet May 29 
.e) 


Pet Apnl 14 Ord June 1 
Pet Junel Ord June 


Raikes, Feancis, saree, mapetiog, Glam, Haulier Cardiff | Fstpyay, M., Ho 
bidgs, Carey st 


at12 Young & Sons, Bank-bldgs, H 
dg eaueas 


June il at 1 


Bankru Civsiey, Marr Jaye, Eiahaten, Draper Stockport Pet 
Peey | eMay'31 Ord May 
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Coox. Wrisam, Wolverhampton, Commission Agent 
Ww Pet Junel Ord June 

Drxow, Joserpn Wiit1am, Darlington, Rivene” Stockton on 
Tees Pet June1 Ord Junel 

Ea Marra, Doncaster, tS Licensed Victualler 

F Ta Pot May ~ the mit ild N rt, Mi 

Rasen, THOMAS, seeps, Mon, Builder Newpo on 

Pet June1 Ord 1 

Fiocer, Rosert Foster, Beverley, York, Farmer Kings- 
ton H Pet May 10 Ord June 1 

as, ages Fraxcis, Stratford, Essex, Hay Sales- 

Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Ganuant, Esocna, luen Herts, Grocer St Albans 
Pet May 21 Ord Ma: 

Garsipe. TLLIAM, Blackburn Blackburn Pet June 2 
Ord June? 

Greex, Sanver, Brixton, Marine Store Dealer High 
Court Pet May 15 Ord Junel 

Hayvox, Wiit1am Owewx, Bedford, Draper Bedford 
Pet May 28 Ord June 1 

HemsnHa.t, "oon Gronor Cuanzes, Conisborough, Sickle- 
emith Sheffield Pet Jane 1 Ord June 1 

Herwortn, Wituram Enaar, Elland, Yorks, "Os game 
Confectioner 


Halifax Pet May3i Ord a % 
Hirt, Heatncore Henny, Derby, Blacksmith Derby 
Pet May 31 Ord June 2 
Ho.umsueap, Tuomas, Church —. Cheshire, Builder 
Nantwich Pet May 31 Ord May 3 
Hoswirz, AgTaun oy 8, and a Joux Horwitz, 
pes Court Pet May 31 Ord May 31 
Loveti, Tuomas, ingborou gborough, Blacksmith North- 
am; mans Wel y 31 
Mavxvet, ‘coaen end nr Wrexham, 
Wrexham Pet Junel Ord June 1 
uns: 3 ¥~ Maindee, Newport, Builder Newport, 
‘et April2S Ord June 2 
eee con gyxry, Port Talbot, Glam, Fishmonger 
Neath Pet June2 Ord June 2 
Pearson, James Frietrcuer, Eccleshill, nr Bradford, 
Merchant 
Penoetty, 
Edmonton 


Joiner 


Bradford Pet May 4 Ord June 2 
Upper ——— 


Nurseryma n 
7: 27 Ord May 29 
Paricnarp, Sate a =) i hg Surrey Kingston, 
Raixes, Francs, Suelters, Maesteg, Glam, Haulier Car- 
diff PetJunel Ord June 
Reeve, Joux, Gedney, Lincs, Penne King’s Lynn Pet 
May 31 Ord May 31 ° 
Sanxpersox, Grorce Crump, Liverpool, Hotel Proprietor 
Li Pet May 15 Ord June2 


Sxixwen, Coantzs Sraintey, Bodmin, Cornwall, Harness 
Maker Truro Pet June2 Ord June 2 = 
eter 


Sournwoop, Ricwarp, ave General Dealer 
Pet May 31 Ord May 3 
Segeey oe Saas or Soto, Leicester, Baker Leicester 
une 2 
Tuomas, Gronce, Appleby, Solicitor Kendal Pet May 29 
Ord Ma: 


y 

Tsomas, Wintiam, C Garmon, Doan, Quarryman 
Portmadoc Pet tley 31 Ord June 

Tuorr, James Witwiam, Oxford, a s Traveller 
Oxf June 2 

‘Watters, Davin, Lianelly, Boot Dealer Carmarthen Pet 


June 2 
May 81 Ord May 31 
Westiake, Taomas, “Gould, nr Plymouth Plymouth Pet 
May 31 Ord May3 


—— 
Pet Ma; 


Waitt, Joux Mosier, West Bridgford, Notts, Printer’s 
Nottingham Pet May5 Ord May 31 
Witxissox, Joun Avwixsox, Hayton, Cumberland, Inn- 
Carlisle Pet Junei Ord June 1 

Josern Wititam, Durham, 

Stockton on Tees Pet May 31 Ord May 31 

Wititams, a and Samve. Wi111ams, Pentraeth, 
Angier? Farmers Bangor Pet May 10 Ord 
‘une 1 


bate - o Cuaries Jon, Cheltenham, Chemist Cheltenham 
Pet Junel Ord June 1 

‘Woop, Axprew Sanvet Hunter, Norwich Norwich Pet 
April5 Ord 


Witxixsox, 
Builder 


June 2 
‘Woons, Jonux Joszru, Gt Grimsby, Skipper Gt Grimsby 
Pet May 31 Ord May3l1 


London Gazetite.—Turspay, June &. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aprieton, Jauzs, Ormskirk, Boot Dealer Liverpool Pet 
May 21 OrdJune 4 
Brooxs, Epwanrp, Orlestone, Kent, Blacksmith Canter- 
Pet June 4 Y= June 4 
aa oar * roe, © urrey, Carman Guildford Pet 


Coor, Hsxny, Barrow in Furness, Tailor Ulverston Pet 


4 God June Gosforth, Builders Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet _—— @ Ord June 5 
Ametia, Coley, nr Reading Reading Pet May 
18 June 4 
Exocn, Wa.ter Epwarp, Povmaien, Grocer Cambridge 
Pet June 4 June 
Wonqeene, Fos Frayx, Brixton High Court Pet May 12 
une 4 
Gaxrpyer, Gzorcz ‘.. Acton, Cabinet Salesman Brent- 
ford Pet June5 Ord June5 
Heogem, tel Leeds Leeds PetJune3 Ord 
‘une 


Hosxex, Faxpexicx Jonx, Truro, Auctioneer Truro Pet 
June5 Ord June 5 
com nes, St Leonards High Court Pet May 12 


Joxns, Convert Extis, Sh ib —_ 4 Auctioneer’s 
Clerk Shrewsbury Pet June 2 Ord June 2 


Lassamax, Witt1a™, jun, Mickleton, Glos, Builder Ban- 
bury PetJune4 Ord June 4 

Mozoas, Faaycis, Mountain Ash, Glam, Wagon Builder 
Aberdare PetJune4 Ord June 4 

Moceiver, Taonas Suerucann, and Wittiam Mucaines, 
Camden Town High Court Vet June3 Ord June 4 

Mcxro, Scruextaxy Geavvitie, ies: Hants Porte- 
mouth Pet June4 Ord June 





Pangneves, pe 5 ete — Devons, Baker Exeter Pet 

une 

fea, Witttam, Bristol, Pork Butcher Bristol Pet June 

my font Hand h, Staffs, Tailor Birming- 

sevens repeRicn, Handswort! 3, or 
ham Pet June4 Ord June4 

Repeats, Water, Nottingham, Brewer’s Traveller 
Nottingham Pet June3 Ord June 3 

Rowtixsoy, Cuartes, Shrewsbury, Salop Shrewsbury | 
Pet June3 Ord June3 

Surrn, James Ovtver, West Kensington High Court Pet 
Ma: 18 Ord June3 

Terry, Mitrexp, Norwood Green, nr Halifax, 
Halifax Pet June 4 Ord June 4 

Watson, Georce, Pendleton, Lancs, Leather Merchant 
Salford Pet May 26 Ord June 5 
Amended ote substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette of June 1: 

Frrroxs, Jonx Writtam, Cheetham, Lancs, mney 

Builder Manchester Pet May 15 Ord May 27 


Farmer | 


ORDER DISCHARGING RECEIVING ORDER AND | 


ANNULLING ADJUDICATION. 


Sims, Gzonct Vervox, Lombard st High Court Ord 
Nov 19, 1891 Adjud Jan5,1892 Dise & Annul, May 27 | 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Basgest, 6 Saran, Gt Driffield, York, Grocer June 17 at 11 | 
Kec, Trinity House In, Hall 
pune Heyry Joun Woopsury, and James Wu.tcock 
Barcuay, Leadenhall st, oe June 17 at 12 | 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Bowzs, Exiza Harziet, a meet June 17 at 3 24, | 
Railway app, London Bridge 
Barstow, Joux, Guildford, Grocer 24, 
Railway app, London Bridge 


June 17 at 12.30 


Cuapmay, Wiitiam Henry, Queen Victoria st, Manufac- 


turer’s ame June 15 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Szrseat, Caantes Wiiiam, Battersea, Baker June ne 17 of at 
11.30 24, way app, London Bridge 4 
| Taorr, James WiuttaM, Oxford, Brewer's Traveller Jane 
15at12 Bankruptcy Office, 1, St. Aldate’s, Oxford 
Teormax, Eowanp Peter, Bedford > a Solicitor June1? — 
at12 Ban , Carey at a 
Warrs, Witttau Atpert, Leicester, Yarn Merchant Jung 
| 15 at3 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


ADJUDICATIONS. ‘9 
| Baavert, Atraep, Telegraph st High Court Pet Dec 9g 
Ord Juns 2 f 
Baskett, Hersert Frayx, Brewer st, Golden gq, Butcher : 
High Court Pet May 21 Ord June 4 < 
| | Bevours, Heasert Henry, Camden Town, F 
tor Court Pet May 18 Ord June 2 
| Brooxs, Epowarp, Orlestone, Kent, Blacksmith Canter 
bury Pet June3 Ord June 4 


| Coox, Hewry, Barrow i . Furness, Tailor Ulverston Pet a 

June4 Ord June 

Cross, Gonos, i. Builders’ Merchant High Court © 

Pet April 29 Ord June 2 ry. 

| Exocu, Waiter Eowarp, Newmarket, Grocer Cambridge 
Pet June 4 Ord June 4 

F.ietrcusr, Frevericx, Deritend, Birmingham, Tobacea- 
nist Birmingham Pet May 15 Ord June4 

| Gairvix, Gerarp Fearnerstons, Charing Cross, Tnsupaill 
ance High Court Pet” May 7 On 


June 2 7 
AVID, Titans, Builder Kingston, 7 


| Haxpine, D. 
Pet June1l Ord J 
AZEOXN, RopeRrr Ee al Bishopsgate avenue, Comm 
| mission Agent High Court Pet April 9 Ord June 
| Hopexins, Fespeaicx, Leeds, Surveyor of Taxes 
| Pet June3 Ord June 3 
| Hosxen, Faepericg Jony, Truro, Auctioneer Truro Pet 
June 4 June 5 


| McIntyre, Cuarues Jonny, Cardiff, Engineer Cardiff Pet 
4 


| 


Carey st May 1 Ord 
ej Mary Jays, Llandudno, Draper June 2 of at 11.30 | Manca, Jouy, Pontypridd Pontypridd Pet May 13 Ord 
Jun 


Ree, County chmbrs, Market pl, Stockpo: 

Cooper, JAMES Cuar.es, Paignton, nr T alee , School- 
master June l5at12 Bankruptcy — Pn st 
CurpteoitcH, Gitpert Rosert, Gt apg Con ~ poe 
June 16 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grims by 
Dow, James, Bridgend, Glam, Veterinary Surgeon June 

sat il Off , 29, Queen st, 


Frexcu, CHARLES Franc 18, Forest Gate, ce Salesman | | 


June 17 at 2.30 Bankruptcy so Case 

Garey, Samvust, Brixton, Marine Store cae owe 16 at 
12 B ptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Haz, Epwanrp, Bridgwater,Grocer Junel7ati11 Hals- 
well Hail, Foes) ‘ae 

Hawkins, Atrrep Tempteton, Bloomsbury aa Aegean | 
June 15 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Haypox, Wiiuiam Owen, ee era 
10.30 Off Rec, &t Paul’s 

Hous, Faepericx Wit114m, . June 15 at 12 
Off Rec, St Peter’s Church ae ottingham 

Horwitz, ‘Anravur Ju Livs, and Lovis Jonny Horw we, | 
High Holborn, Jewellers’ Sundrymen June 16 at 2.30 | 
Bankruptcy bid , Carey st 

InoHamM, JEREMIAH, est Kirby, Cheshire, Contractor June | 
16 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Mince ag Liverpoo! 

Lassamay, WILLIAM, the Mickleton, Glos, Builder | 
June 15 at 3 Senor 
Oxfo 

Marks, Jouy, Pontypridd June 15at 12 65, High st, 
Merthyr Tydfil 


Mowcas, Jonn Hewnry, Port Talbot, Glam, Fishmonger 
June 1Gat12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, 8 

Ossonys, Howarp Harry, 
11.30 24, Railway app, London 

Pricnarp, CHARLES 
Swan Hotel, Chertsey, Surrey 

Recor, Epwarp, Holloway, Carpet Dealer June 16 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Sxinner, CHARLES 
Maker June 15 at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, "Truro 


Surrn, Cuanves, Islington June 17 at 11 Bankruptcy 


bidgs, Coy’ st 


‘Draper June 15 at | 


ptcy Office, 1, 8t Aldate’s, | 


, Swansea 

4 Surrey June 16 at | 
dge 

enry, Byfleet, Surrey June 16 at 3 


TRIBLEY, Bodmin, Cornwall, Harness 


| Maxo, , Cecu., Birmingham, Varnish Merchant” 
| Mo = a Mountain Ash, Wagon’ Builder Aber 
RGAN, Francis, Moun 
dare Pet June4 Ord June 4 
| Mucerper, Tuomas Geseesise, and Wituiam Moe x 
Camden Town h Court PetJune3 Ord June 
Muwnro, SuTHERLAND —AnvELe, ae Hants i 
mouth Pet June4 Ord : 
High Court” 


| ores, Avert, Chelsea, me Agent 
be hes = 1 Ord ee 2 iadaty : 
SBORNE, Howarp ~~ Kingston, Surrey” 

Pet May7 Ord June i a 
Parkuovuss, Jony, Uiteuie, Devon, Baker Exeter Pet 
June4 Ord June 4 ~ 
| Parrer, Tuomas, spony Revenue Officer Luton Pet 
5 Ord June 5 
| Bevcats, Wares, Ni m. Brewer's Traveller Wi 
. ~— + = rd June 3 - 
gecor, Epwarp, loway, Carpet Dealer h Court 
Pet June2 Ord June 4 Be, 
| Sasa Mitrrep, Norwood i ae nr Halifax, Parmll 
Halifax Pet June4 Ord June 
| Taomas, Joun, Haverfordwest, Tied Victualler P, 
ke Dock Pet May 29 Ord June 5 


All letters intended for publication im 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be a ic 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 
Journal with regularity, it is requested t 








application be made direct to the Publishan! 


BREAKFAST AND SUPPER 


THERE IS NOTHING TO EQUAL 


from Kola, Cocoa, Malt, and ray 
as & a of greater nourishment. So 


It gives and 
d everywhere | in 6d. packets, an 


9d. and 1s. 6d. tins. Mention this paper and write for dainty sample tin 


offered as free test of merit by 
DR. TIBBLES’ VI-COCOA, Ltd., 60, 





61, & 62, Bunhili Row, London, E.C. 
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